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In this dissertation, I focused on education equity for Indigenous communities in Ecuador and 
Peru and the policy implications of intercultural bilingual education in the countries’ primary 
schools. The goals of the study were to (a) measure the extent to which intercultural bilingual 
education led to increased education outcomes for Indigenous students in Ecuador and Peru and 
(b) analyze how intercultural bilingual education was implemented in Ecuador by interest groups 
and how this affected its interpretation and success. Using a sequential mixed methods design, 
the study began with a longitudinal analysis of education outcomes among Indigenous and non-
Indigenous students from 2006-2013 using standardized tests from the Second and Third 
Regional Comparative and Explanatory Studies. Indigenous students increased their test scores 
in Spanish language over time; however, these findings were not solely attributed to intercultural 
bilingual education schools. Improvements among Indigenous students did not necessarily reflect 
increased equity, as low-income children and those from rural areas continued to underperform. 
In Ecuador, intercultural bilingual education reform from 2006-2016 resulted in divergent 
perspectives on the purposes and outcomes of this type of education between the government and 
Indigenous groups. Opposing interpretations of this education reform as a realization of 
Indigenous rights and equity as outlined in the 2008 constitution, and its subsequent 
implementation in Indigenous communities, led to differences in how to measure the success of 
the reform. Government adherence to a state-level system of evaluation and testing for all 
  
students and teachers in 2012 predisposed intercultural bilingual education schools to 
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CHAPTER 1: EDUCATION EQUITY FOR INDIGENOUS GROUPS IN ECUADOR  
 AND PERU 
Issues of education inequality in the Andean countries of Ecuador and Peru have been 
closely linked to political and social factors related to the historical education of Indigenous 
groups whose mother tongue is not Spanish. School reform in intercultural bilingual education 
(educación intercultural bilingüe [EIB]) dates back to the 1980s in both countries; however, 
more research has been needed to study whether EIB policies led to reductions in education 
inequalities and how these policies were negotiated and implemented. The global focus on 
functional literacy has overlooked education policy decisions related to these countries’ 
Indigenous populations, particularly those who primarily speak Indigenous languages. Further 
comparative research on the policy decisions related to introducing EIB could determine whether 
this reform reduced gaps in achievement between Indigenous and non-Indigenous students and 
expand understanding of EIB implementation.  
To address this gap, my dissertation explored education equity issues at the core of EIB 
reform. The study began with a longitudinal, comparative analysis of education outcomes 
between Indigenous and non-Indigenous students in Ecuador and Peru and the effects of EIB 
education on student learning. Then a sequential mixed methods design was utilized in a case 
study of education reform in Ecuador from 2006-2016, mapping the course of EIB 
implementation during the government of Rafael Correa. The complementarity of these two 
approaches led to findings regarding the outcomes of EIB reform in Ecuador and Peru, while 
simultaneously conducting a political analysis of how EIB reform was implemented in Ecuador. 
This allowed me to draw conclusions about the political underpinnings of EIB and to deconstruct 
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the role of government and nongovernment actors and their influence in promoting, or 
countering, education equity for Indigenous students.  
Background and Context 
Indigenous peoples in Ecuador and Peru have experienced historical and social 
marginalization as a result of centuries of colonial rule, which in turn has affected the education 
opportunities afforded to Indigenous children. Education equity issues in these two countries 
have been closely linked to issues of race and ethnicity as well as social and economic inequality 
(López, 2014). To begin my dissertation, I conducted a background analysis of key topics that 
related to EIB in Ecuador and Peru: (a) the makeup of Indigenous communities in each country 
and (b) issues of education access, quality, and equity by ethnicity. I described each country’s 
education system and the confounding factors affecting education quality and outcomes.  
Indigenous Communities in Ecuador and Peru  
In 2010, it was estimated that Latin America was home to over 40 million Indigenous 
people from 600 nations, comprising 8% of the Latin American population (World Bank, 2015, 
p. 22). The actual number is likely higher due to limitations in census data collection and the 
stigma associated with identifying oneself as Indigenous (Cortina, 2014). Indigenous people are 
broadly defined as descendants of tribes and nations that inhabited the Andean region prior to 
European colonization in the 16th century. In Ecuador and Peru, Indigenous communities make 
up 7% and 26% of their country’s respective population (Cortina, 2017, p. xiv; Instituto Nacional 
de Estadística e Informática [INEI], 2018).1 Table 1 outlines estimates of the Indigenous 
population by country.   
                                                 
1 The Indigenous population in Ecuador is disputed. While Indigenous organizations estimate that 25-30% of the 
population is Indigenous, the 2010 census (7%) is lower (Minority Rights Group International, 2018).   
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The representation of Indigenous nations and languages varies by geographical location 
(see Figure 1). In Ecuador, for example, 14 Indigenous nations are recognized. The largest 
group, the Kichwa (Ecuadorian Quechua), live primarily in the central and northern mountains of 
the country; it is estimated that over 87% live in rural areas (Jacquelin-Andersen, 2018, p. 154). 
Other Indigenous groups live in the eastern Amazon, the coast, and the Galapagos Islands. A 
number of Indigenous groups are highly vulnerable due to their small populations: “In the 
Amazon, the A’i Cofán (population: 1,485); the Shiwiar (1,198); the Siekopai (689); the Siona 
(611); and the Sapara (559); and on the coast, the Épera (546) and the Manta (311)” (Jacquelin-
Andersen, 2018, p. 154). In Peru, the 2017 census asked Peruvians to self-identify as an ethnic 
group for the first time. The findings indicated that 22% of Peruvians identified as Quechua, 2% 
as Aymara, and 1% as members other Indigenous groups (INEI, 2018). Fifty-five recognized 
Indigenous nations speak 44 Indigenous languages in the country (Jacquelin-Andersen, 2018, p. 
164).  
 Since the 1990s, both countries included the “cultural and linguistic rights” (López, 2014, 
p. 28) of Indigenous people in their constitutions: Ecuador in 1998 and Peru in 1993.  These 
constitutions gave Indigenous groups the right to have their cultural heritage, including their 
languages, customs, and education, acknowledged and preserved. From an international 
perspective, the United Nations (UN, 2007) outlined the rights of Indigenous peoples in the 
United Nations Declaration on the Rights of Indigenous People. This declaration emphasized 
two fundamental rights of Indigenous people: (a) the right to self-determination in their own 
institutions and (b) their political participation. Governments were to consult with Indigenous 
groups in policies related to education and other social benefits (UN, 2007).    
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The organizational grouping and political agency of Indigenous groups vary in both 
countries. Some Indigenous groups have banded together for political and social mobility. In 
Ecuador, for example, the Confederation of Indigenous Nationalities of Ecuador (Confederación 
de Nacionalidades Indígenas del Ecuador [CONAIE]) represents Indigenous groups across the 
country and is engaged politically through representation in local and national governments as 
well as campaigns related to Indigenous rights. Similarly, the Confederation of Amazonian 
Nationalities of Peru (Confederación de Nacionalidades Amazónicas del Perú [CONAP]) 
represents Indigenous groups throughout the country. Both organizations are involved in political 
agency and interact with local governments, national ministries, and international organizations 
in promoting and preserving the rights and autonomy of Indigenous groups. There are also 
organizations that represent subsets of the Indigenous populations, such as the Organization of 
Andean and Amazonian Indigenous Women in Peru (Organización Nacional de Mujeres 
Indígenas Andinas y Amazónicas del Perú [ONAMIAP]) and the Confederation of Peoples of 
Kichwa Nationality (Ecuarunari). Finally, there are regional organizations, such as the Training 
Program for EIB in Andean Countries (Programa de Formación en Educación Intercultural 
Bilingüe para los Países Andinos [PROEIB-Andes]), that directly supported EIB development in 
the Andes (Cortina, 2014).  
Socioeconomic Disparities 
According to the UN’s Human Development Report, the socioeconomic status of 
Indigenous people worldwide makes them a vulnerable population: “While Indigenous peoples 
make up about 5 percent of the world’s population, they account for 15 percent of the world’s 
poor and 33 percent of the world’s extreme rural poor” (Malik, 2014, p. 34). Peru’s varied 
topography, from the desert and coastline in the west to the Andes Mountains and the Amazon 
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rainforest in the east, mirrors the Indigenous and socioeconomic divisions in the country (U.S. 
Agency for International Development [USAID], 2012). The country made great strides in 
reducing the poverty of Indigenous groups, and by 2009, one third of Indigenous households 
were above the monetary poverty line (World Bank, 2015, p. 58). However, results varied 
greatly between urban centers and rural areas. In Peru, over 40% of Indigenous people in Peru 
live in urban areas, signaling a migration pattern to urban centers from rural lands (World Bank, 
2015, p. 30). This has exposed the country’s differential provision of resources, such as 
healthcare, electricity, and water, which is more prevalent in cities. For example, the Word Bank 
(2015) noted that “the life expectancy of Indigenous people is 30 years shorter in the Peruvian 
highlands than in Lima” (p. 30).  
Ecuador experienced strong economic growth in the early 2000s, with its gross domestic 
product growing an average 4% each year; this upturn increased spending on social services and 
education (Jacquelin-Andersen, 2018, p. 156). While the rate of poverty fell to less than 28% in 
2013, “poverty affected 86.1 percent of the Indigenous population . . . as opposed to 54.6 percent 
of the mestizo2 and 45.9 percent of the white population” (Mikkelsen, 2014, p. 149-150). The 
probability of a household being poor in Ecuador increased by 13% if the head of household was 
Indigenous, regardless of gender, level of education, or occupation (World Bank, 2015, p. 9). If 
the household was Indigenous and rural, the likelihood of poverty increased even more (see 
Figure 2). The rural/urban divide affected all differences; Indigenous households in rural areas 
had significantly lower access to electricity, sewerage, and piped water (World Bank, 2015, p. 
70-71).  
                                                 
2 The term mestizo refers to people of “mixed” blood or ancestry. In South America, this refers to individuals with 
mixed heritage from European and Indigenous groups (Encyclopedia Brittanica, 2013).  
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Primary and Secondary Education: Access and Quality  
While education access was expanded in Ecuador and Peru due to the Millennium 
Development Goals and other domestic and international initiatives in the 1990s and early 2000s, 
the quality of education that children receive continues to vary (Treviño et al., 2010). On a 
national scale, the education systems of Ecuador and Peru made many improvements. The 
systems provided nearly universal access to education, as evidenced by key indicators in primary 
and secondary school enrollment and completion (see Table 2). The adjusted net enrollment rate 
for Ecuador and Peru (defined as students enrolled as a percentage of primary school age 
children) was higher than in Latin America and the Caribbean as a region (World Bank, 2017). 
Primary and secondary enrollment rates were also largely equal for Indigenous and non-
Indigenous students, a significant improvement over the previous decade (see Figure 3). Primary 
completion rates were higher than secondary completion rates. Completion rates in Ecuador 
(defined as students who completed as a percentage of the relevant age group for the level) 
exceeded 100 due to early or late completion, and school repetition (World Bank, 2017).  
While school enrollment was high in primary education, the quality of education, as 
documented by standardized results, was less positive. The 2006 Secondary Regional 
Comparative and Explanatory Study (Segundo Estudio Regional Comparativo y Explicativo 
[SERCE]), sponsored by the UN Educational, Scientific and Cultural Organization (UNESCO) 
and the Latin American Laboratory for the Assessment of Quality of Education (Laboratorio 
Latinoamericano de Evaluación de la Calidad de la Educación [LLECE]), found that findings 
for Ecuador and Peru were lower than for other Latin America countries (UNESCO, 2008). 
Findings of third grade students in Spanish language, for example, indicated that in comparison 
to other countries in the region and the regional average, both countries scored lower (see Figure 
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4). In 2013, the Third Regional Comparative Explanatory Study (Tercero Estudio Regional 
Comparativo y Explicativo [TERCE]) took place, and the results showed significant 
improvements in both countries (see Figure 5). However, the totals were still lower than those of 
many other countries in the region; while Peru’s average was higher than the regional average, 
Ecuador’s average was lower (Ganimian, 2016). Peru’s performance on the Programme for 
International Student Assessment (PISA) in 2015 showed that the country scored lower than 
other countries in Latin America and was one of the lowest scoring (64) among the 70 countries 
represented. However, Peru did have one of the strongest gains from when the test was first 
administered in 2012 (Bos, Elías, Vegas, & Zoido, 2016). Ecuador did not participate in the test; 
however, it is participating in PISA for Development and will release its first results from the 
2018 administration in 2019. Ecuador and Peru both reported high adult literacy rates: 94% and 
99% in 2016, respectively; (World Bank, 2017); however, in Ecuador functional illiteracy among 
marginalized populations continued to be high (Ministerio de Educación, 2016).   
Education Outcomes of Indigenous Students  
While education quality affected all students, it disproportionally affected marginalized 
populations, specifically the Indigenous and poor. The State of the World’s Indigenous Peoples 
identified key disparities in education between Indigenous and non-Indigenous populations (UN, 
2017). Table 3 demonstrates the schooling gap between Indigenous and non-Indigenous youth in 
average number of school years at the beginning of the 2000s (Hall & Patrinos, 2004). As noted 
in the previous section, primary enrollment rates increased during the first decade of the 2000s, 
and Indigenous access to primary education increased at such a rate that it matched that of  non-
Indigenous students in the two countries (World Bank, 2015). Nevertheless, increases in primary 
enrollment did not translate into higher enrollment or completion rates in secondary education, a 
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necessary pipeline for education progress. For example, in Ecuador the difference in secondary 
attendance between Indigenous (76%) and non-Indigenous students (86%) was noted (UN, 2017, 
p. 120). Indigenous students fared even worse in completion rates: Only 23% of Indigenous 
students completed secondary education, compared to a 33% completion rate for the country 
(UN, 2017, p. 120). Of those Indigenous students who continued with secondary school and 
university, very few remained fluent in their Indigenous language. Figure 6 indicates that in 
Ecuador, less than 2% of Indigenous students who completed university in 2010 were fluent in 
their Indigenous language (World Bank, 2015, p. 85). These findings parallel those across Latin 
America: 
Despite widespread laws and regulations protecting indigenous languages and cultures, 
and the general recognition of the importance to include intercultural bilingual education 
strategies at school, less than 31.9 percent of indigenous people in the countries analyzed 
spoke an indigenous language by the time they completed their primary education, and a 
mere 5.3 percent did so by the time they completed secondary education. (p. 85) 
Extant research demonstrates that the socioeconomic differences between Indigenous groups and 
other strata in Ecuadorian and Peruvian societies had a significant effect on student achievement 
(Gacitúa-Marió et al., 2009; Treviño et al., 2010). Socioeconomic factors contributed to 
Indigenous groups’ lower standing in education, which correlated to unequal standing in the 
overall society (Arnove, Franz, Mollis, & Torres, 2003). “By taking longer to move through 
grade levels and leaving school before acquiring . . . skills needed for higher paying jobs, 
language minority students have effectively been barred from moving on through the sequence 
of equal educational opportunities” (Noel, 2006, p. 232). 
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History of Intercultural Bilingual Education in Ecuador and Peru 
  Issues of education inequality among Indigenous populations relate closely to the 
colonial legacy of the Southern Cone. When Spanish and Portuguese colonists arrived in Latin 
America and the Caribbean in the 16th century, language and education were important tools to 
control knowledge and subordinate power (La Belle & White, 1978; Larrain, 2013). Education 
was largely a tool of assimilation and regulation, and this historical legacy permeates the state of 
education among Indigenous people to this day. In the 20th century, Ecuadorean and Peruvian 
political regimes alternated between those that promoted unity in one language (Spanish) and 
one mode of education to those that acknowledged the diversity of languages and Indigenous 
ways of knowing in each country. While some governments focused on the assimilation of all to 
a Western, European education system, others supported contextualized EIB systems.  
 The Andean region has some of the earliest examples of Indigenous education in Latin 
America; in 1931, the first Indigenous teacher training school was developed at Warisata in 
Bolivia (Gustafson, 2014). Similar projects, of various sizes and scope, were implemented in the 
first half of the 20th century in Ecuador and Peru. The next large wave of EIB reform took place 
in the 1960s and 1970s, when critical pedagogy and popular education philosophy promoted by 
Paolo Freire introduced new ways to integrate bilingual education for Indigenous groups. In 
Ecuador, for example, in 1978 all Indigenous groups came together for the first time to discuss 
their joint political and social agenda (Loeza, 2015). This wave of reform was accompanied by 
developments in public services as well. Though individual country contexts varied, this period 
witnessed the closest integration yet of Indigenous rights into education systems (Arnove, 1980). 
 The Neoliberal era of structural adjustment policies followed from the late 1980s through 
the 1990s. In both Ecuador and Peru, neoliberal policies ushered in a decrease in funding for 
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public services, including education, and a drastic privatization and decentralization of education 
(Gacitúa-Marió et al., 2009). Neoliberal policies had a disproportionately negative effect on 
education in Indigenous areas (Reimers, 2000). Allocation of education resources remained 
disproportionately skewed to non-Indigenous schools. For example, in Ecuador, annual spending 
in 2006 for mainstream education ($300 per student) was almost double that allocated to 
bilingual education ($154 per student; (Gacitúa-Marió et al., 2009) . To supplement this gap, 
Ecuador and Peru incorporated policies of intercultural education with political and monetary 
support from international donor agencies, such as the Inter-American Development Bank and 
the World Bank. However, this introduced another form of dependency as Indigenous groups 
were now financially dependent on these nonstate actors and their agendas (Torres, 2005). 
Consolidated in neoliberal policies of economic development, donors supported EIB to 
modernize Indigenous groups and help them assimilate into mainstream society. On the contrary, 
Indigenous groups saw EIB reform as an important rights movement associated with increased 
self-determination and formalized identity. As a result, the association of EIB reform with 
neoliberal adjustment policies created several paradoxes (Gustafson, 2009), and donor funding 
created divisions between the government and the country’s Indigenous groups. In Ecuador, the 
association of EIB reform with neoliberalism also created negative perceptions of the system 
among Indigenous communities (Martínez Novo, 2014).   
 In the early 2000s, Ecuador and Peru drafted laws related to EIB reform (López, 2014). 
The goal of both pieces of legislation was to increase education access for Indigenous 
populations who were excluded from the education system or faced discrimination within it and 
to give Indigenous people an education respectful of their language, culture, and knowledge. The 
objective of policies emanating from these laws was to ensure that Indigenous people were proud 
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of their culture and that there was equity in the treatment they received. The term “bilingual” was 
used to mean that the learning opportunities provided to Indigenous people through education 
were in their mother tongue as well as the operational language, Spanish. The term 
“intercultural” was equally important to promote the interaction of Indigenous knowledge with 
non-Indigenous groups (Cortina, 2014; Hornberger & Coronel-Molina, 2000). EIB school reform 
was influenced by the political changes in each country (López, 2009). The frequent turnover of 
political parties and leaders in both countries had a negative effect on the ability of EIB reforms 
to endure sustainable changes, specifically in local implementation. Gacitúa-Marió et al. (2009) 
questioned if transient governments were committed to EIB:  
On the national level, Bolivia, Ecuador, and Peru . . . developed elaborate and concrete 
legislation that highlights entitlements related to basic education . . . however, weak 
institutional capacity at the local level and low or disproportionate financing of education 
programs [continued] to favor higher-income, urban, and nonindigenous groups and . . .  
[compromised] the universal rights-based commitments established by law. (p. 158) 
Finally, the extent to which Indigenous populations were involved in EIB reform had a strong 
political overtone that highlighted the struggle over who had control over the reform efforts. In 
Peru, EIB reform was always integrated into and implemented through the Ministry of Education 
(Ministerio de Educación). In Ecuador, a separate EIB system was created in 1988 under the 
control of Indigenous groups, including the CONAIE. The System for Intercultural Bilingual 
Education (Sistema de Educación Intercultural Bilingüe [SEIB]) was implemented in a separate 
government body, the National Directorate of EIB (Directorio Nacional de la Educación 
Intercultural Bilingüe [DINEIB]), overseen by Indigenous organizations and leadership. The 
DINEIB implemented the EIB model (El Modelo del Sistema de Educación Intercultural 
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Bilingüe [MOSEIB]), including creating curricula, texts, teacher training, and school 
infrastructure. The system also had a separate finance system from the Ministry of Education. In 
2009, under the political direction of President Rafael Correa, the DINEIB was integrated into 
the Ministry of Education. This created a strong reaction from Indigenous groups, who believed 
that this lessened their control over EIB and consolidated all power over the reform with the 
Ministry (Gustafson, 2014). The implications of these changes are furthered analyzed in Chapter 
5.  
Problem Statement 
Ecuador and Peru have high levels of socioeconomic inequality that perpetuate gaps in 
their societies; Indigenous groups consistently find themselves in the lowest stratum with fewer 
opportunities related to education, healthcare, and well-being. EIB in Ecuador and Peru, while 
not new, has been affected by political and social power dynamics among interest groups, 
including the government, Indigenous groups, international donor agencies, and local 
stakeholders. These relationships in turn affect how EIB policies are negotiated and 
implemented, how success is defined, and what outcomes can be achieved.   
My dissertation explored two issues at the core of EIB in Ecuador and Peru: (a) the extent 
to which EIB reform led to increased education outcomes for Indigenous students and lowered 
the achievement gap between Indigenous and non-Indigenous groups and (b) how EIB reform 
was implemented by interest groups and how this affected EIB’s definitions and interpretations 
of success. I chose Ecuador and Peru because of their comparative histories with EIB reform and 
because comparative language scores for Indigenous and non-Indigenous students were available 
for these two countries.  
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My sequential mixed methods study began with a longitudinal analysis of education 
outcomes in Ecuador and Peru; I used UNESCO’s (2006, 2013) SERCE and TERCE datasets 
released by the LLECE. The research focused on EIB policies enacted after the administration of 
SERCE, such that it could be used as a proxy baseline. I analyzed longitudinal quantitative data 
of third-grade students on the Spanish language test, controlling for individual factors related to 
Indigeneity, gender, and socioeconomic status (SES). The multilevel analysis compared student- 
and school-level factors affecting student scores during two time periods: 2006 and 2013. 
I then conducted a case study of the EIB reform process and implementation in Ecuador 
from 2006-2016, mapping the course of EIB implementation under the government of Rafael 
Correa, who was inaugurated in January 2007 and remained president until May 2017. I began 
with a discursive analysis of reform policy documents and public literature during the decade, 
which spanned important events that affected EIB, including a new constitution in 2008, new 
legislation regarding intercultural education, and structural changes to the EIB system. I 
complemented this with fieldwork in Quito, Ecuador in 2015. I collected data from members of 
interest groups working on the implementation of EIB reform: Ministry of Education, higher 
education institutions, Indigenous groups, international donor agencies, and teachers. I also 
complemented my fieldwork with TERCE quantitative data from principals and teachers.  
Research Questions 
The sequence of my methodological approach provided broader conclusions about the effects 
of the reform in Ecuador and Peru, while simultaneously drawing out the nuance and context of 
how EIB reform was implemented in Ecuador, the roles of various actors, and the political 
implications.  
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The following research questions guided this study: 
1. In what ways had EIB policies addressed issues related to inequalities in primary education 
and Spanish language instruction in Ecuador and Peru? 
2. Were there practices related to the reduction of achievement gaps among Indigenous students 
in the two countries?  
3. How did interest groups interpret EIB reform from 2006–2016 in Ecuador? 
4. How was EIB reform from 2006–2016 implemented in schools in Ecuador? How did interest 
groups interpret this implementation at the school level?   
The first and second questions analyzed the quantitative outcomes of Indigenous and non-
Indigenous students and whether there were practices that led to changes in student outcomes.  
The purpose of the third question was to learn more about the link (or gap) between EIB policy 
and practice in Ecuador. Given the political context of Indigenous groups and their past 
discrimination in the political sphere, the purpose of the last question was to ascertain whether 
interest groups believed that EIB reform was designed with their interests in mind.   
Approach and Significance of the Study 
My dissertation utilized postmodern and postcolonial lenses to study the interpretation 
and implementation of EIB reform using the research questions above. The postmodern approach 
to mixed methods, outlined by Sharlene Hesse-Biber (2010), allowed me to deconstruct my 
findings and study them from various interpretations of success and failure. For example, my 
quantitative analysis presented findings in Ecuador and Peru to answer Research Questions 1 and 
2. I then conducted a postmodern review of the findings, in which I analyzed the discourse of 
international testing funded by UNESCO and the interpretation of this test as a “true” measure of 
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education attainment and quality. This analysis deepened my interpretation of the quantitative 
findings and gave me critical perspective moving into the qualitative phase.   
In Ecuador, given the political context of EIB, I studied various interpretations of “truth” 
through written (documents) and oral (interviews) analyses, documenting interest groups’ 
interpretations of reform success and failure. This approach offered a critical perspective for 
studying my research outcomes based on my core research questions but also deconstructing the 
findings to understand the following: (a) messages or discourses being communicated and how, 
(b) assumptions and understanding of the data (quantitative and qualitative), (c) areas excluded 
or marginalized and by whom and how, and (d) contradictions or inconsistencies in the findings 
(Hesse-Biber, 2010, pp. 159-160). This approach was critical to understanding how each 
stakeholder approached his or her narrative and how that narrative was shaped through historical 
and postcolonial contexts.  
 The significance of the study was twofold. First, the study complemented quantitative 
and qualitative interpretations of EIB reform, looking at both types of data with one analytical 
framework. While authors have analyzed the quantitative LLECE tests (Bos et al., 2016; Levitan 
& Post, 2017) and qualitative EIB reform (Gustafson, 2014; López, 2014; Schneider, Estarellas, 
& Bruns, 2019), few brought together these two methodologies for a comprehensive analysis. 
The second significance of the study is its approach to studying the various interpretations of 
truth and challenging the metanarratives being defined by national, Indigenous, international, and 
local interest groups. Throughout the study, my focus was to compare and contrast findings with 
the goal of revealing dominant and hidden discourses affecting EIB’s interpretation from policy 
to practice.  
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About the Researcher 
 I approached my dissertation topic with reflection on who I am as a researcher studying 
this topic. Applying a decolonial framework and postmodern lens, it was critical for me to 
acknowledge my own role as an outsider researcher to the region and the Indigenous groups, as 
well as the perspectives and biases I may have introduced to the study due to my background. 
Originally from Czechoslovakia, I moved to the United States at the age of seven with my 
family. I am a bilingual student in Czech and English, and I began learning Spanish in my 
secondary education in New Jersey. I studied International Affairs and Spanish Language and 
Literature at the George Washington University, increasing my interest in the Spanish language. 
After my undergraduate degree, I worked for a USAID teacher training program for 
approximately 6 years, supporting monitoring and evaluation (M&E). During these years, I 
visited Ecuador, Bolivia, and Peru to collect data for M&E purposes. As part of team, I analyzed 
quantitative data using standardized tests created by USAID, and qualitative data through 
interviews and focus groups with teachers, administrators, and parents. I created professional and 
personal relationships with other researchers in the country, who were focused on primary 
education issues as well. Our primary liaison in Ecuador was the Universidad Andina Simón 
Bolívar, and I created relationships here that allowed me to return to the institution for my 
doctoral fieldwork. I studied the quantitative and qualitative outcomes of teachers and students in 
the USAID program, and became interested in how success for the initiative was measured. In 
2009, I obtained my graduate degree from the School of International and Public Affairs at 
Columbia University, where I focused on measurement and evaluation techniques for education 
interventions; my specialization was in advanced policy and social analysis.  
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 I began my doctorate with an interest to study the education of Indigenous students in the 
Andes, and through collaboration with my advisor, Regina Cortina, we convened the 
International Working Group on EIB in 2014, and conducted research regarding the training of 
teachers in EIB. My background in education evaluation influenced my methodology to measure 
the outcomes and impacts of EIB reform in Ecuador and Peru. I wanted to identify quantitative 
outcomes that would be able to speak to the education outcomes of Indigenous and non-
Indigenous students. In reflection, I embarked on the study with an assumption that these 
standardized tests would be able to adequately measure whether EIB reforms had been 
successful through increases in education outcomes over time. During my study, I challenged 
this assumption over time, particularly given the limitations of the dataset and the findings. I 
planned to conduct a sequential mixed methods study, however after the first phase and the 
quantitative analysis I was aware how important qualitative data collection would be to 
understand and examine the meanings behind EIB reform and expected outcomes. I also wanted 
to study further how outcomes were defined and interpreted by various groups, particularly the 
government of Ecuador and Indigenous groups. Throughout my fieldwork, I reflected on my 
positionality as a U.S. researcher studying Indigenous people and EIB in Ecuador and Peru, and 
the limitations that this presented. I acknowledged my perspective focusing on education for 
Indigenous groups as an observer, with the invaluable gratitude to the time I spent on this topic. 
My contributions to the research should be considered in light of this positioning and my work in 
the field.   
Structure of the Study 
The dissertation includes seven chapters. The second chapter presents the literature 
review and the theoretical framework for the findings chapters that follow. Chapter 3 presents 
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the methodology used to answer the four research questions, including a description of the 
quantitative models, variables, and qualitative fieldwork. Chapters 4 through 6 present the 
findings. Chapter 4 presents the analysis of student achievement outcomes between the SERCE 
and TERCE, calculating differences between Indigenous and non-Indigenous students in 
Ecuador and Peru. The multilevel analysis compares findings from the SERCE and TERCE to 
identify any student- or school-level factors affecting these differences. Chapter 5 offers a 
discursive analysis of Ecuador’s EIB literature, reviewing public reports, editorials, articles, and 
websites from 2006 to 2016. This chapter focuses on the role of four interest groups—
government, Indigenous groups, academics, and international donor agencies—in the reform, 
their power dynamics and political underpinnings. Chapter 6 focuses on the practices associated 
with the implementation of EIB reform. This chapter incorporates data from six interviews, two 
teachers’ accounts from EIB schools, and secondary data regarding EIB reform at the local level. 
The last chapter summarizes the conclusions of the study and discusses policy considerations and 
areas for further inquiry.   
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CHAPTER 2: LITERATURE REVIEW 
The purpose of my dissertation was to study the outcomes of EIB policies in Ecuador and 
Peru and to understand the politics of EIB reform in Ecuador during the government of Rafael 
Correa. The theoretical framework for my dissertation stemmed from a deep understanding of 
the complexities of postmodern, postcolonial, and decolonial theories to explain and deconstruct 
equity issues in Latin America, in particular those related to EIB. Historically, efforts to improve 
education were hindered by inequalities between groups defined by socioeconomic status, race, 
ethnicity, and gender. In Latin America, these inequalities were further exacerbated by the long 
history of colonialism and the systematic exclusion of Indigenous peoples from the policymaking 
process. Studying postmodern and postcolonial theories in comparative international education, 
and their complementarity and juxtaposition, provided a necessary basis for my methodology. 
The literature review also led to my conclusion of using decoloniality to interpret EIB reform.   
I chose postmodern and postcolonial interpretations of power to understand the vantage 
points from which key actors—namely the government and Indigenous groups—and systems 
emerged, their understanding of education, and their relationality to each other. Structural and 
modernist interpretations of Indigenous education in Ecuador and Peru fell short for two reasons: 
(a) they failed to explain power dynamics and how interest groups positioned themselves and (b) 
they adhered to a narrow and Western understanding of the education system, which was counter 
to Indigenous ways of learning and knowing (Quijano, 2000). To provide historical context, I 
also studied dependency theory, its discussion of the core and the periphery, though this 
economic theory posed difficulties in its narrow interpretation of the nation state. Nonetheless, 
the three theories (postmodern, postcolonial, and dependency) and their convergent and 
divergent points of view proved useful as context for my decolonial theoretical framework. 
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Postmodern and Postcolonial Interpretations of Education 
 Postmodern theory emerged as a critique of modernism, predominantly Western 
perspectives that emphasized rationalism, essentialism, and the totality of the social condition. In 
the postmodern perspective, reality is the product of a socially constructed power-truth and 
knowledge produced between groups of actors. According to Jean-Francois Lyotard (1984), the 
purpose of postmodernism is to have “incredulity toward meta-narratives,” questioning modern 
social knowledge as a construct of power struggles (Lyotard, 1984, p. xxiv). In comparative 
education, three tenets of postmodernism proved relevant to my dissertation. First, 
postmodernists rejected absolute truths, or meta-narratives, that according to modernists were 
transcendental and universal. In Indigenous education, these meta-narratives could be interpreted 
as the modern conceptualization of learning, for example, considering classroom structure and 
developing curricula related to language, science, and mathematics. Instead, postmodernists 
posited that truths were only constructed through the relationships between actors, their 
interpretations of the relationships, and the interpretations of the speaker of the narrative (Agger, 
1991). In EIB, this was very poignant, focusing on the speaker of the narratives—whether this 
was the government, Indigenous leaders, teachers, or students—who would help shape the 
interpretation of the system.  
 A second postmodern perspective was the understanding of systems and actors as 
permeable and changing, meaning that a social order between entities could only be interpreted 
by studying these systems and actors as social constructs of their social conditions (Rosenau & 
Bredemeier, 1993). Taking this perspective was crucial to understanding EIB, as it did not define 
the system as unable to change, but rather as dependent on the relationships of its actors. It also 
provided the freedom for EIB to be a living system, not one constrained in the universal “truths” 
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of Western education. This was a fundamental difference in the interpretation of EIB among 
Indigenous groups, who saw education as an integrative process that permeated and circulated 
through community and nature (Arellano, 2008; Montaluisa, 2008). Finally, postmodernism 
necessitated an interpretation of the symbols and texts created by actors within the order, to 
define discourses based on interpretations of the government, Indigenous groups, and other key 
actors in EIB (Hesse-Biber, 2010). This led me to conduct discursive content analysis in the 
second phase of my dissertation, to understand how narratives were being constructed to 
interpret EIB.   
Indigenous groups’ struggles were complicated by the historical subservience of these 
groups in the public sphere; they were inferior to all other actors historically, politically, and 
socially, including the government, international organizations, and their mestizo/White 
counterparts (M. E. García, 2005; Peeler, 2001). For this reason, postcolonialism was also a 
fundamental theory to explain the Indigenous condition. Moving beyond postmodernism, 
postcolonial interpretations used this historical context to interpret the role of Indigenous groups 
in education, building nuance into the social order due to systems of power created through 
colonialism (Tikly, 1999). Indigenous groups were thus always relegated to the “other” in public 
narratives. Postcolonialism went beyond the postmodern perspective to more specifically reject 
Western rationalism in the historical subjugation of colonialism. Postcolonialism signaled a shift 
in the cultural, political, and economic arrangements that arose from European colonialism both 
in the “colonized” and the “colonizers” (Fanon, 2008). This theory interpreted current education 
modalities as the effects of systems of global capitalism that were rooted in colonial tendencies 
(Tikly, 1999). A core difference in postcolonialism and postmodernism was that postcolonialists 
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questioned whether the postmodernists were predisposed to a Eurocentric discourse and 
challenged this.   
Throughout the 20th century, interest groups continuously discussed Indigenous groups’ 
roles in politics, indicating at times a conscious shift to Indigenous integration in government 
policy. However, a postcolonial interpretation of social constructs uncovered that the 
interpretations of “integration” may have varied (Tikly, 1999). Indeed, some researchers 
interpreted this as governments regulating Indigenous groups through limited political power, 
reproducing historical colonial tendencies (La Belle & White, 1978). Similarly, during 
neoliberalism, Indigenous policies suffered from similar contradictions of narratives. “The 
contradictions between free-market economic policies, which exacerbated poverty and 
inequality, and the inclusionary rhetoric of interculturality, were rife” (Gustafson, 2014, p. 78).  
Dependency Theory: From the Core to the Periphery  
If postcolonial theory provided the interpretation of class and group differences in the 
social order, then dependency theory was a critical interpretation of the global development 
context. In the field of international economics, dependency theory emerged in the 1950s and 
1960s as a response to proponents of modernization theory, which emphasized the beneficial 
impacts of postwar capitalist expansion to the developing world (Larrain, 2013). While at first 
the countries of Latin America experienced economic growth and increased benefits to economic 
expansion and capitalism, by the 1960s this growth had stagnated and many of the countries, 
including Ecuador and Peru, experienced political and economic instability. Political thinkers in 
Latin America, including Theotonio Dos Santos (1970) and Fernando Cardoso and Enzo Faletto 
(1979) were integral in contributing to critical analyses of globalization in their countries and 
identifying concepts related to the dependency (dependencia) of development. Key terms 
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associated with dependency theory indicated the power relationship between the developed 
nations at the “core” and the developing nations at the “periphery”; the sequence of development 
was symbolic of a dependent relationship of the latter to the former. While dependency theorists 
varied in their interpretations of this dependent relationship, the central proposition linked power 
forces from the global to the domestic: “The conditioning [effected] which external [global] 
forces and structure produced on the internal structures of . . . [peripheral] countries” (Larrain, 
2013, p. 112).  
 Prior to discussing dependency’s effect on the domestic sphere, it is important to mention 
one of the main proponents of the global model. Andre Gunder Frank (Frank, 1969) focused the 
effect of dominant states (“metropoles”) and the global capitalist economy on periphery states, 
which he called “satellites.” Frank rejected the modernist view of development in these countries 
and proposed that states were being subsumed into a larger cosmos of world capitalism. 
Underdevelopment, according to Frank, was the proposition that countries would become less 
developed as a result of the expropriation of their economic wealth to the dominant core. Frank 
discussed his theory in Latin America, where he found that the “development of 
underdevelopment” (Frank, 1966) would continue while the countries at the periphery remained 
politically and economically subservient to the core. Frank’s theory, while very popular in the 
United States and Latin America, was limited in that it did not explore how global dependency 
would affect domestic interpretations.  
 Critics of the approach questioned Frank’s theory of underdevelopment. Cardoso and 
Faletto (1979) denounced Frank’s universal approach to dependency, indicating that some 
countries while dependent were still developing. They advocated for a more nuanced approach to 
dependency, remaining cognizant of the internal economic and political processes that were 
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equally critical. Other theorists, such as Anibal Pinto, focused on the impact of dependency on 
domestic power and class structures. Pinto discussed the productivity of three groups: the 
“modern” pole comprised of industrialized elite with production levels similar to the developed 
global core; the “intermediate” pole with average productivity; and the “primitive” pole, mainly 
rural with low productivity (Larrain, 2013). This critique challenged the modernist view that 
capitalism would lead to more social homogenization; rather, dependency would exacerbate class 
struggles between the industrialized elite and the rest.  
Dependency theory indicated that issues of dominant power of the core over the 
periphery were relevant in a global and domestic context. First, the power interpretations 
between the government and Indigenous groups were not only affected by struggles already 
discussed in postcolonial interpretations, but a critical divide due to the government’s adherence 
to the global regime. As a result, governments were more responsive to the interests of the global 
regime than those of local interest groups (Packenham, 1992). The role of international donor 
agencies and other global actors informed policies of the governments while dismissing the role 
of Indigenous groups in policymaking (Arnove, 1984).     
 The promulgation of the core to the periphery was solidified in the knowledge and 
education that was promoted; in this regard, dependency theory overlapped with social 
reproduction theory and the works of Pierre Bourdieu and Jean-Claude Passeron. Philip Altbach 
(1977) discussed the specific role that education had in creating “servitude of the mind” among 
peripheral classes; education was integral in reproducing the dependency to serve the interests of 
the dominant core. While some knowledge was seen as important and legitimate, other 
knowledge was suppressed or simply omitted. The inculcation of mass education was symbolic 
when comparing the importance of Western education in Latin America at the expense of 
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Indigenous education. Carmen Martínez Novo (2014) discussed the tensions between the 
government, Indigenous groups, and parents over intercultural discourse: “Official intercultural 
education discourse and Indigenous leaders claimed Indigenous knowledge, but parents and 
children seemed to demand ‘modern’ or Western content” (p. 99). Indigenous parents questioned 
EIB curricula due to beliefs that Western languages or knowledge would lead to their children’s 
economic and social prosperity.  
 Dependency theory faced two main limitations in my dissertation: (a) it oversimplified 
the core-dependency relationship and (b) it discounted the ability of the periphery to self-
conceptualize their role in society (as postmodern and postcolonial theories did). Dependency 
theory worked in metaphors and thus painted a blanket approach to all core-periphery relations 
(Noah & Eckstein, 1992). Though Noah and Eckstein were not from the postmodern school, this 
was a similar rejection of the theory by postmodernists. Further, Martin McLean (1983) 
criticized the transfer of dependency as an economic theory into education specifically. The 
attempt to ensure the theory “fit” in education led to innate conceptual holes in the adaptation of 
the theory itself.  The plethora of research done on Indigenous culture, education, and self-
determination questioned dependent discourse; on the other hand, the concentration of this 
research in Western education interpretations supported dependency’s claim of reproduction 
(Martínez Novo, 2014).  
Decolonial Theory and the Coloniality of Power  
The history of colonialism was integral to understanding the development of the power 
relationship between the governments of Ecuador and Peru and their Indigenous people. These 
countries were part of the Spanish Empire for almost three centuries, and during this time, 
colonial legacies of assimilation, domination, and subjugation were rooted in the role of 
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Indigenous people in society. The postdevelopmental theory of decoloniality emphasized the 
need to challenge conceptions of knowledge and education within the postcolonial world 
(Mignolo & Walsh, 2018). Decolonial theory diverged from postcolonial and dependency 
theories to question, at its base, the epistemologies of knowledge, power, and race hierarchies 
that were institutionalized during the colonial era and remain, to some extent, today.   
 Decoloniality was a reflection on the theories already discussed thus far, including 
postcolonial theory and dependency theory. However, it proposed an alternative view to study 
globalization and development in the decolonized world. Arturo Escobar (2011) in Encountering 
Development discussed a new view of development that was built on two components: (a) 
Foucault’s work on the role of power in the conceptualization of social realities and (b) the 
postcolonial works of Edward Said, Homi Bhabha, Leon Tikly, and others who questioned the 
representation of the developing world in political discourse. These views indicated the necessity 
to view the developing world through a different framework, as a “discourse of thought and 
action” (Escobar, 2011). Leon Tikly (1999) addressed postcolonial discourse in comparative 
education; he tried to understand how social and individual identities were constructed in this 
discourse and how identities perpetuated the inequalities during the postcolonial period. 
Decoloniality aimed to reframe these ways of knowing to a more integrated concept of 
interculturality and relationality (Mignolo & Walsh, 2018).   
 Escobar (2004) suggested that three axes defined development: the forms of knowledge 
that referred to it, the system of power that regulated it, and the forms of subjectivity that were 
fostered by it. The construction of knowledge in Latin America was intrinsically tied to the 
power domination of European colonial power and, more recently, Eurocentrism. Terms such as 
“Indigenous” were conceptions of race, a mental construct of social stratification to align with 
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power relationships (Quijano, 2000). Power structures that propagated colonial legacies were 
discussed by Walter Mignolo and Aníbal Quijano in the term “coloniality of power” (Mignolo, 
2001; Quijano, 2000). This term referred to the duality in development discourse between the 
terms “modernity” and “coloniality” as two sides of the same coin. Mignolo (2001) asserted that 
power was reinforced through development concepts and terms that classified and recreated 
conceptions of the dominant and the lesser. The outcome of this was subjectivity of Indigenous 
groups in the development framework as subjects who needed to be saved and acculturated to the 
Western modern world (Mignolo, 2001).  
 Quijano, Escobar, Mignolo, and Walsh considered decoloniality as an alternative 
conceptualization of identity and indicated its utility in addressing deeply seeded power 
relationships between the racial elite and Indigenous groups. Decolonial theory stressed the 
redefinition of traditional notions of what is Indigenous and how Indigenous knowledge could be 
integrated into society and education (Gustafson, 2014). Catherine Walsh (2018) elaborated on 
this perspective: 
Decoloniality, in this sense, is not a static condition, an individual attribute, or a linear 
point of arrival or enlightenment. Instead, decoloniality seeks to make visible, open up, 
and advance radically distinct perspectives and positionalities that displace Western 
rationality as the only framework and possibility of existence, analysis, and thought. (p. 
17) 
Decolonial practices have been studied most recently in the policies of Bolivia, where the term 
was implemented into the constitution and a newly formed Vice Minister of Decolonization 
(Viceministro de Descolonización). The efforts to include Indigenous groups on an equal footing 
in conceptualizing education and social policies indicated both benefits and deeply rooted 
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challenges. In education, decoloniality needed to consider the history of EIB reforms to date, 
specifically reforms of interculturality that were implemented under neoliberalism. EIB reform 
during this time created a skepticism of associating intercultural policies with largely asymmetric 
economic power structures through neoliberal capitalism (López, 2014). As a result, decolonial 
theory needed to dismantle these associations and construct new identifications for intercultural 
education that stressed local Indigenous knowledge.  
 The challenges with implementing decoloniality in practice have been documented. 
Perhaps the greatest challenge has been deconstructing the self-affirmation of Indigenous people.  
Researchers discussed that reconceptualization of cultural citizenship and Indigenous identity 
could only happen by stripping away preconceived notions among the Indigenous people, often 
defined in a power vacuum (Escobar, 2011; M. E. García, 2005). “Decolonization entailed 
broader epistemic transformations with regard to hierarchies in economy, politics, race, 
spirituality, and gender in a system based on the dichotomy of the modern and the colonial” 
(Quispe, 2014, p. 184). Indigenous organizations and movements were at the center of these 
conceptualizations.  Quispe and Escobar discussed how the Andean Project of Peasant 
Technologies (Proyecto Andino de Tecnologías Campesinas [PRATEC]) in Peru, created in 
1987, played a crucial role in redefining identities and advocating for the social inclusion of the 
Indigenous groups.  
Inclusion of Indigenous Interest Groups in EIB Policy 
Relationships between governments and Indigenous groups had a significant impact on 
the policymaking process. It was important to study the relative inclusion or exclusion of 
Indigenous groups in the process and implementation of EIB reform in Ecuador and Peru. I 
  29 
looked at two historical processes of Indigenous groups’ exclusion and inclusion in EIB 
decision-making.  
In Peru, EIB reform was implemented in the Puno Department of the Sierra from 1977 to 
1991: the Puno Bilingual Education Program (PEB-P). This program provided Quechua bilingual 
education and was financed through a bilateral agreement between the government of Peru and 
the German Cooperation Agency (GTZ). The program was unique in that it countered the 
assimilationist policies that had been implemented since the end of the Second World War by the 
Summer Institute of Linguistics (SIL) and instead promoted bilingual education and intercultural 
practices in this region (Freeland, 1996). Why was the Peruvian government, led by leftist 
General Velasco Alvarado, more inclined to support EIB at this time? First, the leftist 
government had entered the government during a political shift away from assimilationist 
policies to favor more nationalist rhetoric. EIB was politically attractive to the newly formed 
government because the reform appeased critics who denounced the country’s dependency on 
other nations and rejected globalization policies in the region (Freeland, 1996). At the same time, 
the policies were supported by GTZ, an international donor agency with power. In both these 
instances the interests of the government and the donor potentially drove the policy, rather than 
the Indigenous groups.  
 Jane Freeland (1996) and Bret Gustafson (2014) described the weak role of Indigenous 
groups in Peru at the time; this lack of agency led the PEB-P to be a top-down reform in which 
the Indigenous groups were excluded from the policy process. Freeland (1996) specifically 
discussed the role of GTZ in setting the policy agenda: 
The PEB-P, then, was the expression of a paradox. Given the penetration into Quechua 
cultural constructs of dominant cultural attitudes to their language and culture . . . it was 
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“foreign experts” rather than the Quechua themselves who perceived language and 
culture to be under threat, and imposed a model of bilingual education designed to save 
it. (p. 12) 
Though the EIB reform was sustained as long as the donor was involved, the exclusion of 
Indigenous groups from the discussion “limited the development of support at the community 
and parental levels within the communities . . . and gave it . . . top-down character” (Freeland, 
1996, p. 11). Gustafson (2014) indicated this lack of Indigenous group involvement as well when 
he stated, “EIB relied on sustained grassroots efforts, social movements, and civil society 
support, something which was largely absent . . . in Peru” (p. 87). Valdiviezo (2009) had a 
different approach, concluding that while EIB was drafted top-down, there was not enough focus 
given to EIB teachers as “social actors contesting and innovating [EIB] policy” (p. 76). As a 
result, grounded interpretations and implementations of EIB were overlooked.  
 In 1988, Ecuador was the first country in the Andes to institutionalize EIB reform in the 
central government through the DINEIB. Working alongside the Ministry of Education, the 
DINEIB gave agency to local Indigenous groups to implement education policy and advocate for 
self-determination within the state (Gustafson, 2014). This transformative process was at first 
seen as groundbreaking in the region because it advocated for the formal inclusion of Indigenous 
groups in the government and provided a public space for interculturality and plurinationalism. 
Over time, critics began to question the extent to which this policy was “inclusive.” DINEIB was 
divided from the Ministry of Education structurally and financially in a subordinate role. Critics 
like James Bowen questioned whether the DINEIB process was ever indicative of Indigenous 
group inclusion in education policy. He asserted that systematic marginalization continued 
throughout this time. Bowen (2011) discussed “multicultural market democracy,” a term that 
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presented a “veil” of multiculturalism but nevertheless hid the hegemonic power of the 
government. “While social movements deployed a range of counter-hegemonic ideas and tactics, 
elites retained powerful tools for shaping political outcomes” (Bowen, 2011, p. 480). Gustafson 
(2014) came to a similar conclusion and cited Luis Montaluisa, the founding director of DINEIB, 
who noted that this indicated a “recolonization of Indigenous schooling” (2014, p. 85). A more 
critical lens, perhaps, would question whether a decolonial process had ever happened.  
Theoretical Framework 
 Noah and Eckstein (1992) indicated two important criteria for evaluation of theoretical 
frameworks for use in comparative education: (a) “capacity to provide persuasive explanations 
for the phenomena observed or to suggest avenues for further investigation” and (b) “utility for 
guiding action, that is, [the] capacity to inform . . . and help policy making (p. 12). The three 
political theories I chose—postmodern theory, dependency theory, and decolonial theory—made 
important contributions to my study of the power relationships between interest groups in 
Ecuador and Peru: the government, Indigenous groups, international donor agencies, and local 
actors. While cognizant that elements of these theories were in conflict, I compared elements of 
these theories to come to my theoretical framework.  
As depicted in Figure 7, my study centered on concepts of decoloniality and relationality 
as possible reconceptualizations of the basic tenets of postmodern and dependency theories. I 
used decolonial theory to understand whether EIB policies addressed, in theory and practice, the 
conceptual notions of inequality of Indigenous groups. This was the crux of my problem 
statement, to understand whether EIB school reform provided opportunities for political agency 
among Indigenous groups and improved inequalities in education achievement. My analysis 
acknowledged the theoretical underpinnings of postmodern and dependency theories to 
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understand the role of Indigenous groups socially and politically. Since these theories produced 
historical arguments and explanations of differences between Indigenous groups and other actors 
in Indigenous education, I reflected on them and expanded on their original concepts. However, 
my research diverged in that I challenged constructions of knowledge and power that were 
assumed in these theories and the types of knowledge were being reproduced.  
Decolonial theory was critical to question and understand the relationality of Indigenous 
groups within EIB discourse, how they interpreted EIB reform, and their functioning within the 
system. Relationality was also critical to understand the roles of various other interest groups in 
promoting their interests vis-à-vis their historical role. The inclusion of interest groups in EIB 
reforms from 2006-2016 in Ecuador provided an opportunity to analyze how conceptualizations 
of interculturality, plurinationalism, bilingual education, and Indigenous knowledge varied by 
group. It also allowed me to interpret Western notions of assessment and testing as definitions of 
“success” of EIB as accepted by the government but potentially clashing with the purpose of EIB 
among Indigenous groups. This led me to conclusions regarding the perceived outcomes and 
effects of EIB as a construct of fundamental differences between actors’ conceptualizations of 
EIB.  
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CHAPTER 3: METHODOLOGY 
My dissertation examined how EIB reform affected issues of education equity among 
Indigenous groups in Ecuador and Peru. First, I analyzed whether EIB policies led to desired 
outcomes of improved education among Indigenous groups in the two countries. For this 
analysis, I compared student outcomes of Indigenous and non-Indigenous students in 2006 and 
2013. Second, I conducted a deeper analysis of EIB reform in Ecuador to analyze how the EIB 
reform evolved from 2006-2016 and the political implications of EIB implementation. I 
conducted discursive document analysis and qualitative fieldwork in Ecuador to examine the 
perceptions of interest groups on EIB reform and their interpretation of the policies in practice. 
The following research questions were addressed: 
1. In what ways had EIB policies addressed issues related to inequalities in primary education 
and Spanish language instruction in Ecuador and Peru? 
2. Were there practices related to the reduction of achievement gaps among Indigenous students 
in the two countries?  
3. How did interest groups interpret EIB reform from 2006-2016 in Ecuador? 
4. How was EIB reform from 2006-2016 implemented in schools in Ecuador? How did interest 
groups interpret this implementation at the school level?   
The sequential mixed methods study integrated postmodern and decolonial theories, reflecting on 
constructions of knowledge and power and how they were created and reproduced into 
assumptions and understandings of reality (Hesse-Biber, 2010). Figure 8 depicts the three phases 
of the study. While the first phase was quantitative, the second and third phases used qualitative 
methods.   
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Quantitative Methods 
My dissertation began with a quantitative analysis of third-grade Indigenous and non-
Indigenous student outcomes on the Spanish language test in Ecuador and Peru. Few studies had 
analyzed the comparative effects of student- and school-level factors on achievement results 
(Duarte, Bos, & Moreno, 2010; Levitan & Post, 2017; Treviño et al., 2010). To account for the 
nested structure of students in classrooms in Ecuador and Peru, I used multilevel analysis to 
measure student- and classroom-level factors on student achievement scores.   
Research Sample  
The research sample included data from two time periods: 2006 and 2013. The SERCE  
(UNESCO, 2006) was implemented in 2006 by the LLECE. The SERCE “was launched for the 
purpose of evaluating learning achievement among third and sixth grade primary education 
students of 17 Latin American countries and identifying in-school and social factors underlying 
their achievements” (UNESCO, 2008). The SERCE surveys were administered during the 
2005/2006 academic year in Ecuador and Peru.  
My SERCE analysis included merged data from five data collection instruments 
administered to students, teachers, principals, and family members (see Table 4). The analysis 
only included data for students in third grade in Peru and the equivalent3 in Ecuador, which was 
fourth grade.4 Individual-level data came from the student and family surveys, while classroom- 
and school-level data came from surveys completed by teachers and principals. The outcome 
                                                 
3 In Ecuador, the constitution states that basic education begins at age 5, and the last year of preschool or preparatory 
school (preparatoria) is considered the first level (or year) of basic general education. For ease of comparison, 
LLECE refers to third and sixth grade levels as participating in the SERCE and TERCE tests; however, in Ecuador 
this corresponds to the fourth and seventh grade levels.  
4 The study included data for the third grade test only due to the scope of the dissertation and because previous 
studies had already been done on the sixth grade data (Duarte et al., 2010; Levitan & Post, 2017).  
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variable was the third-grade Spanish Language test score. While the SERCE also included tests 
in mathematics, these results were not included in the present study.5 The TERCE (UNESCO, 
2015) was implemented in 2013 in the two countries. The test covered the same subjects 
(Spanish language and mathematics) and the same grade levels. I merged data from four datasets 
administered to students, teachers, principals, and family members (see Table 5). As with 
SERCE, the focus of this analysis was students in third grade (or equivalent in Ecuador) and 
their performance on the Spanish language test. In 2015, with the culmination of the TERCE 
analysis, UNESCO and LLECE conducted extensive computations and scaling to make the test 
results from the two time periods comparable. The sampling and administration procedures 
between the two tests differed, as did the content of the tests themselves. In 2015, LLECE 
released a TERCE results database that was comparable to SERCE. I used this database for my 
analysis.  
The final samples used in the quantitative analysis are listed in Table 6. The first sample 
included a comparative analysis between SERCE and TERCE test scores on the Spanish 
language test, taking into account student-level characteristics, such as Indigeneity and gender. 
The second half of my quantitative analysis included multilevel models for SERCE and TERCE. 
To prepare the data for multilevel analyses, I checked to ensure that all variables used in the 
models did not have missing data. My final sample for the SERCE multilevel analysis included 
2,609 students in 137 classrooms in Ecuador and 2,752 students in 148 classrooms in Peru.6 My 
                                                 
5 I made the decision to analyze scores on the Spanish language test, as one of the tenets of EIB was that students 
would be able to transition from full Indigenous language in preprimary to integrated Spanish/Indigenous 
comprehension in the first levels of primary school. Thus, the hypothesis was that effective EIB in practice would 
allow students to have Spanish language competence by third grade.  
6 While the original student database included over 5,000 students in Ecuador and over 4,500 students in Peru, pairwise 
deletions reduced these datasets considerably, primarily due to missing data at the classroom level. The samples only 
include classrooms with more than 5 students in the class to account for variability.  
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final sample for the TERCE multilevel analysis included 1,610 students in 103 classrooms in 
Ecuador and 2,006 students in 177 classrooms in Peru.7  
Variables of Interest 
My variables of interest are listed in Table 7 for SERCE and Table 8 for TERCE. The 
dependent variable in both analyses was LangScore, an interval measure of the Spanish language 
score for each third-grade student. The SERCE and TERCE test scores ranged from 0 to 900 
points. As noted previously, the TERCE score was provided by LLECE in a database that 
compared TERCE outcomes with SERCE outcomes. The median scores aligned with the second 
report published by UNESCO (2015) to compare SERCE and TERCE findings.  
I analyzed three comparable student-level (or Level 1) independent variables. First, I 
included a binary variable for gender (Female = 1; Male = 0). Next, I included an index of 
socioeconomic status that was constructed by LLECE for the SERCE and the TERCE. This 
measure, called the Index of Socioeconomic and Cultural Status (ISEC), was constructed using 
parent education variables, housing characteristics, access to public services, and cultural assets 
of students and families (Treviño et al., 2010). The scale and range of ISEC scores from SERCE 
to TERCE were comparable. Finally, I included a variable for books in the home. In family 
questionnaires, in both SERCE and TERCE, respondents were asked how many books they had 
at home. The binary variable Books_Home indicated whether the home of the student had 10 or 
less books, or more than 10 books in the home.  
                                                 
7 The ratio of students per classroom decreased from the SERCE to the TERCE. For the SERCE, the average 
number of students per classroom was 19 in the two countries, but for the TERCE, the average was 16 for Ecuador 
and 11 for Peru.  
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For both the SERCE and TERCE datasets, I computed a variable for Indigeneity 
(Indigenous). There were several variables in both datasets that spoke to a student’s Indigenous 
status, however no one singular defining variable computed by UNESCO. Previous research 
studies analyzed differences in SERCE and TERCE test scores by computing a variable for 
Indigeneity, and I took a similar approach (Levitan & Post, 2017; Treviño et al., 2010; 
UNESCO, 2015). For SERCE, I computed Indigenous status based on two questions: student’s 
first language (i.e., whether the first language he or she learned was an Indigenous language) and 
the language spoken at home.8 Table 9 provides the response categories for these two variables 
and my final compound variable Indigenous. With this computation, the 2006 dataset included 
17% Indigenous students in Ecuador and 10% Indigenous students in Peru.  
Data related to Indigenous status were only collected in the family questionnaire in 
TERCE. In this analysis, I took a similar approach to UNESCO’s (2017) analysis of Indigenous 
factors and computed a binary variable for mother’s Indigenous origin (see Table 10). While the 
UNESCO analysis included a comparative consideration of three different variables for 
Indigeneity, I reached the same conclusion as in the paper that data related to Indigenous 
language spoken at home, or Indigenous language spoken by mother/father, yielded very low 
sample sizes. As a result, I used the third definition identified by UNESCO in its analysis and 
conducted a binary variable for mother’s Indigenous status. With this categorization, the 2013 
dataset included a slightly smaller representation of Indigenous students in Ecuador (12%) and a 
much higher representation of Indigenous students in Peru (35%). Not having a comparative and 
single definition for Indigenous status proved to be a significant limitation to the analysis. Due to 
                                                 
8 I took an inclusive approach to identifying students. If students indicated one of the factors noted (student mother 
tongue or language spoken at home), or both, they were coded as Indigenous.   
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the construction of different Indigenous variables in SERCE and TERCE, the lack of 
comparability between the definition and determinants of Indigenous ethnicity was a threat to 
internal validity. This is further discussed in the limitations.  
A final variable related to student performance was absenteeism, an important 
consideration for student-level outcomes. While these data were collected in SERCE and 
TERCE, they came from different sources. In SERCE, I included an absentee binary variable 
from the teacher questionnaire, which asked whether absenteeism was a problem in the class. 
These data were analyzed using the variable Class_Absentee. In TERCE, this question was asked 
in the family questionnaire. Family members were asked whether the student had missed school 
and how often. The variable Student_Absentee was a binary variable for having missed school 1 
month or less or more than 1 month.  
The Level 2 (classroom and school) variables in SERCE and TERCE corresponded to the 
primary themes in the dissertation and factors affecting students’ outcomes as identified by 
teachers or principals. The two questionnaires changed substantially from 2006 to 2013, making 
it difficult to find comparable data to study classroom effects. I included two ordinal variables 
from the teacher questionnaires, speaking to the support that teachers reported they received 
from their principal. In SERCE, the variable Teach_Support identified whether a teacher 
reported that she received support from her principal regarding her teaching methodology. In 
TERCE, this variable spoke to support the principal gave overall.  
In addition to classroom effects, I also explored factors affecting schools. An area of 
interest from my predissertation research was supervision and the extent to which schools were 
supervised and supported from external administrators or the Ministry of Education. In SERCE, I 
included variable School_Supervision that measured whether the school was visited by an 
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external body and how frequently. In TERCE, no comparable factor was found so I constructed 
different factors to study other external factors. I wanted to study the extent to which the school’s 
infrastructure had an effect on student outcomes, incorporating UNESCO’s index on school 
facilities, Internet access, and classroom facilities. I also included two factors related to external 
school resources and support. The TERCE questionnaire asked principals whether their school 
received outside support for school development or teacher professional development. I wanted 
to include these control measures not only to see their effects on student outcomes, but also to 
compare the relative proportion of programs allocated to schools with Indigenous students.  
One final factor I used in my Ecuador model was EIB school identification. In interviews 
conducted with the National Institute for Education Evaluation (Instituto Nacional de Evaluación 
Educativa [INEVAL]), the arm of the Ministry of Education responsible for evaluation, I 
received confirmation that a small sample of EIB schools were included in the SERCE and 
TERCE. However, I was not able to obtain this list of EIB schools directly, which complicated 
my analysis. In my analysis and research I found that Indigenous schools were defined by the 
Ministry as schools where the majority of students were Indigenous (Ministerio de Educación, 
2015). I also found that in the 2015 evaluation of the Ministry’s 10-year education plan (Plan 
Decenal), over 60% of Indigenous-majority schools had an EIB curriculum and that the rest 
would be implementing EIB in the coming years. I constructed a binary variable for schools that 
had majority (over 50%) Indigenous composition. For the purposes of my analysis, I indicated 
these as EIB schools, noting the limitations of this analysis. Out of 103 classrooms in the final 
TERCE sample in Ecuador, only four classrooms, or 5% of the classroom sample, satisfied this 
criterion. This did, however, compare to the proportion of EIB schools in the country. 
Unfortunately, in Peru, I was not able to confirm which schools implemented an EIB curriculum. 
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As a result, for Peru, I only answered Research Questions 1 and 2 based on a more general 
analysis of differences between Indigenous and non-Indigenous students in all schools.  
Hierarchical Linear Models 
The multilevel analysis included two statistical models that were linked. For analysis at 
the student level, the SERCE model in Equation 1 described the relationship between the 
Spanish language score of the ith student in the jth school and selected characteristics related to 
Indigeneity, sex, socioeconomic status, and books in the home: 
(1)  LangScoreij = β0j + β1jIndigenousij + β2jFemaleij + β3jStudent_SESij + 
β4jStudent_Booksij  + rij 
In my second equation, the random intercept model, the equation accounted for the between-
classroom variations in student learning by including classroom-level and school-level factors: 
(2)   β0j = γ00 + γ01TeachSupportj + γ02Class_Absenteej + γ03School_Ruralj +  
γ04School_Supervisionj + u0j 
Equation 2 estimated classroom-level effects and its outcome was intercept β0j in Equation 1. As 
a result, the intercept of each classroom could vary, separating the individual-level effect from 
the classroom-level effect. In this model, the intercept of each classroom was random, while the 
slope of the student-level coefficients was fixed.  
The TERCE model was the similar. The variable for absenteeism was included in the first 
equation: 
(1) LangScoreij = β0j + β1jIndigenousij + β2jFemaleij + β3jStudent_SESij + 
β4jStudent_Booksij  + β5jStudent_Absenteeij  + rij 
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The second equation included additional variables for external program support and school 
infrastructure: 
(2) β0j = γ00 + γ01TeachSupportj + γ02Teach_Programj + γ03School_Ruralj +  
γ04School_Programj + γ05School_Infrastructurej + u0j 
The hierarchical linear model provided the necessary analysis to show student-level differences 
and also classroom- and school-level differences. It also tested the effects of school-level 
differences in terms of stakeholders’ participation and influence. 
Data Analysis 
The cleaning and analysis of data was done in Stata. Primary coding and analysis 
included student- and family-level data in each country, matching student and family variables 
by unique student codes. The same was done at the school level, cleaning and merging teacher, 
principal, and school questionnaires. Once I had a master dataset for students and schools, the 
two were merged for each country for each dataset year. I then accounted for pairwise deletions 
due to missing data across variables of interest.  
I began all my analyses with correlation and collinearity checks across my variables of 
interest. I then constructed linear regressions to learn more about the effects variables of interest 
were having on the Spanish language test score. In all my regression analyses, clustered models 
were yielding different outcomes, noting the presence of a nested structure that would benefit 
from hierarchical linear modeling. I first estimated the empty model and calculated the intraclass 
correlation coefficient (ICC) for each empty model (Ecuador and Peru) for each time period 
(SERCE and TERCE). I found that the ICC was high in both Ecuador and Peru, noting the need 
for a multilevel model. The highest ICC was in Peru’s SERCE dataset, in which 37% of the 
difference in the language score could be explained by the differences between classrooms.  
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Before running the final multilevel analyses, I conducted further checks to ensure that my 
models had sufficient variability at Level 1 (student) and Level 2 (classroom). I found that there 
were more than 100 classrooms in all analyses, indicating that I had the necessary variation to 
use the random intercept model. I noted that due to pairwise deletions, however, the sample sizes 
within my classrooms were sometimes rather low especially in rural areas and lower in schools 
with a high concentration of Indigenous students. I conducted further research to support 
including classroom sample sizes of five or greater (Maas & Hox, 2005). All final multilevel 
models were built in Stata with statistically significant findings reported at p < .10, p < .05, and 
p < .01.  
Qualitative Methods 
In choosing to conduct a quantitative analysis prior to my qualitative research, I laid the 
groundwork for my secondary exploration of the EIB reform process in Ecuador. Noting the 
context and quantitative outcomes in each country, I examined how EIB reform was 
implemented and interpreted in the local context in Ecuador as well as the possible normative 
underpinnings of the reform. My qualitative research included a case study of Ecuador and was 
comprised of two phases: a discursive document review and in-country fieldwork. In Phase 2 of 
my sequential mixed-methods design, I conducted a discursive analysis of EIB-related policy 
and documents in chronological order, from 2006-2016. I also focused on four key interest 
groups and the literature and content they were producing: (a) the government of Ecuador, (b) 
Indigenous groups, (c) academic research (predominantly higher education institutions in 
Ecuador but also worldwide), and (d) international donor agencies.  
The purpose of the analysis was to examine the content production of each interest group 
and to understand the narratives portrayed through their interpretations of EIB. My analysis also 
  43 
juxtaposed the content to compare and contrast interpretations of the truth. Four subresearch 
questions guided the analysis of each document. What messages or discourses were being 
communicated and how? What were the assumptions and understandings of interculturality, 
bilingualism, EIB, evaluation, and testing and what was excluded or marginalized and by whom? 
Were there contradictions or inconsistencies in the text itself? How did individuals and society 
receive the text? These questions exposed not only overt discourses but also hidden ones. Inquiry 
through these questions opened the possibility that dominant narratives were not the central 
discourses, but rather that the hidden or deferred truths influenced the meaning and interpretation 
of the presented content (Hesse-Biber & Leavy, 2010).   
 Phase 3 of my research included in-country fieldwork in Quito, Ecuador. I visited Quito 
in November 2015 and was a visiting researcher at the Universidad Andina Simón Bolívar under 
the direction of Associate Professor Soledad Mena. Fieldwork allowed me to explore how EIB 
reforms introduced prior to 2015 were implemented and reflect on participants’ interpretations of 
these practices and their outcomes.  
Research Sample  
I began my qualitative data collection by identifying key stakeholders at the government 
and non-government levels to understand the EIB reform implementation in Ecuador. The final 
instruments used in my key informant interviews are included in the Appendix. I conducted six 
in-depth interviews with key stakeholders (see Table 11). In addition, I collected two primary 
accounts from teachers from EIB schools in Cotopaxi and Pangua. Finally, because I was not 
able to speak with specialists in EIB and Indigenous issues, I coded secondary interviews 
conducted with Ruth Moya Torres and Luis Macas in 2017 and 2015, respectively (Caguana & 
Montero, 2017; Loeza, 2015). In addition to this data collection, I attended a meeting between an 
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Indigenous leader and an international donor agency working in the region. I supplemented these 
interviews with further secondary research related to the perceptions of teachers and principals 
on EIB reform in Ecuador.  
Data Analysis  
I used triangulation techniques to ensure that my qualitative findings came from various 
sources. I conducted all interviews in Spanish, as such I first transcribed and translated all 
transcripts into English. I created a large Excel database with a master coding tree. This code tree 
was derived from findings of the quantitative analysis (factors influencing student achievement 
outcomes between Indigenous and non-Indigenous students) and analytical themes informed by 
the literature review, the document review, and interview transcripts. I coded to the tree and 
imported data from various sources. I used deductive coding (based on themes that emerged 
from the quantitative analysis) and inductive coding. I reviewed documents and transcripts 
several times for additional themes that emerged and grouped these into new codes and thematic 
categories.     
Methodological Limitations 
 A primary limitation of the quantitative analysis was that the language tests for SERCE 
and TERCE were only available in Spanish and only on the Spanish language, thus putting 
Indigenous students and those who attended EIB schools at a disadvantage. I expand on this 
conclusion and its postmodern interpretation in Chapter 4, as it relates to a broader finding of the 
representation of Indigenous students in large-scale academic assessments and the use of these 
assessments as constructs of Western and international interpretations of education. A second 
limitation was that my variables for Indigeneity varied from 2006 to 2013; thus, the 
representation of Indigenous students may have varied from one test to the other. The 
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comparable SERCE and TERCE datasets used in my analysis accounted for overall sampling 
differences over time; however, the disparity in Indigenous representation showed that the two 
samples were different.  
A third complicating factor was that sampling of students and schools in SERCE and 
TERCE was not representative of the Indigenous population in each country. While the 
Indigenous population in Peru was estimated at 26% (INEI, 2018), the concentration of 
Indigenous students in the TERCE sample was much higher at 37%, indicating that more 
mothers of students may have self-identified in the sample than in the census. The TERCE 
sample in Ecuador was also slightly higher than the estimated average. While the Indigenous 
population in 2010 was estimated at 7%, the Indigenous sample in TERCE was 11%. I was 
conservative in my estimates of Indigenous students, as the census likely underreported 
Indigeneity in both countries. The proportional representation of Indigenous students changed 
from SERCE to TERCE, and this likely influenced comparative findings. Since I studied the 
models separately, this limitation was considered but did not ultimately affect the internal 
validity of each independent model. It did, however, raise a question about the extent to which 
the two models could be compared.  
A final limitation was that neither Ecuador nor Peru included a publicly available sample 
of EIB schools in its TERCE sample. During my fieldwork in Ecuador, I visited INEVAL, the 
governmental body that implemented the SERCE and TERCE in Ecuador. While INEVAL 
confirmed that EIB schools were included in the analysis, the roster of schools was not publicly 
available. As such, I identified EIB schools as those schools with over 50% Indigenous students, 
the same identification used by the Ministry of Education to identify Indigenous schools that 
should be implementing EIB curricula (Ministerio de Educación, 2015). While I was able to 
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make conclusions about the comparative outcomes of these schools to other non-Indigenous 
schools, I was not able to confirm that all schools within this sample had undergone EIB reform. 
I was also not able to conduct this analysis for Peru because I did not have confirmation of EIB 
schools in the sample. Therefore, a limitation of the Peru sample was that while I was able to 
look at overall performance of Indigenous and non-Indigenous students on the SERCE and 
TERCE, I was not able to link this to EIB reform. Therefore, I was not able to provide a detailed 
answer to Research Questions 1 that would link the findings to EIB policies.  
My qualitative data collection was divided in two phases. In the first phase, a limitation 
of my discursive document analysis was that I predominantly used online searches, Teachers 
College library, and the library at the Universidad Andina Simón Bolívar to find content related 
to EIB reform from 2006-2016. This may have limited my access to key documents and content 
written and published during this time. In my online document review, a limitation was that the 
searches conducted at Teachers College may have predisposed me to more U.S.-published 
academic literature. Broader online searches then exposed me to local academic literature in 
Ecuador, for example, but it was sometimes not published broadly. While literature reviewed at 
the Universidad Andina Simón Bolívar was highly relevant, I also found that it was from earlier 
periods of time. Thus, the document review I conducted in Ecuador pertained more to a historical 
review of EIB, rather than a review of content from 2006 forward.  
My travel to Ecuador for fieldwork was shorter than I expected, as I had planned to visit 
the country two times: to interview interest groups and then to visit schools. However, I was only 
able to complete one visit, drawing a limitation that I was not able to visit EIB schools where the 
reform was being implemented. To compensate for this, I worked with Soledad Mena at the 
Universidad Andina Simón Bolívar to collect two first-person accounts from teachers working in 
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EIB schools in Cotopaxi and Pangua, drawing their perspectives and interpretations of EIB 
reform. I was not able to speak with principals or parents as I had originally intended, leading to 
limited perspective on EIB implementation. Finally, my fieldwork in Ecuador was limited to 
those individuals who were available to meet during my visit. While I had planned to interview 
key experts in EIB and Indigenous policies, such as Ruth Moya Torres and Luis Macas, they 
were unavailable. As such, I resorted to secondary data from interviews with these experts; 
however, the topics covered in these interviews did not necessarily map to my questions.  
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CHAPTER 4: FACTORS AFFECTING STUDENT LANGUAGE OUTCOMES IN ECUADOR 
AND PERU 
  This chapter presents an analysis of the Spanish language outcomes of Indigenous and 
non-Indigenous third-grade students in Ecuador and Peru. The purpose of the quantitative 
analysis was to answer the first two questions in my research design: 
1. In what ways had EIB policies addressed issues related to inequalities in primary education 
and Spanish language instruction in Ecuador and Peru? 
2. Were there practices related to the reduction of achievement gaps among Indigenous students 
in the two countries?  
The analysis began with an overall review of Indigenous and non-Indigenous student 
outcomes from all schools participating in SERCE and TERCE and the changes in the 
achievement gap between Indigenous and non-Indigenous students. To analyze the effect of EIB 
policies, in the last part of this chapter I focus on Ecuador and the analysis I conducted on EIB 
schools and non-EIB schools to understand the potential effects of reform on education 
outcomes. As noted in the limitations, while I conducted a broad analysis of Indigenous and non-
Indigenous outcomes in Peru, I was not able to define EIB schools in the sample; thus, I was not 
able to analyze EIB policies and their effect on outcomes in Peru.    
The second phase of my quantitative analysis included student effects and classroom 
effects influencing student achievement outcomes. Using hierarchical linear models, I estimated 
the effect of teacher and principal relationships, school location, and school supervision on the 
outcome variable in SERCE. In TERCE, I further included variables for school support programs 
and school infrastructure. I wanted to explore whether the absence or presence of these 
relationships between actors inside and outside the classroom would affect student outcomes.  
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 I chose to analyze SERCE and TERCE separately for each country and provide an 
interpretation of findings at the end of each analysis. My conclusions are based on my 
postmodern approach to asking questions regarding the messages and metanarratives constructed 
from the test outcomes, particularly the external messaging of the Ministry of Education in 
Ecuador surrounding TERCE results. This provided the necessary context to move into the 
qualitative analysis of EIB reform and implementation in the country.  
Overview of SERCE and TERCE Outcomes 
 The SERCE and TERCE tests were adapted to allow for comparative findings of student-
level outcomes in 15 countries in Latin America and the state of Nuevo Leon in Mexico. The 
present study included over 62,000 students who either completed the SERCE in 2006 or the 
TERCE in 2013. My analysis focused on the third-grade9 achievement scores in the Spanish 
language assessment. The analysis accounted for sampling in both countries and during both 
time periods, using analytical weights to account for representation of students in classrooms 
across regions. 
 The findings of SERCE and TERCE were highlighted in UNESCO publications and 
indicated an overall increase in regional and country outcomes in Spanish language from 2006 to 
2013 (INEVAL, 2015; UNESCO, 2015). Table 12 presents the average score change from 2006 
to 2013 for each country on the Spanish language test.10 The score in Ecuador increased by 
approximately 54 points, while the score in Peru increased by approximately 46 points. Both 
countries performed close to the regional average (UNESCO, 2015). Ecuador had the second 
                                                 
9 As noted in Chapter 3, in Ecuador the tests were administered to students in Grades 4 and 7, which were equivalent 
to Grades 3 and 6 in Peru.  
10 The scores used for this analysis were scaled to be comparable to SERCE and may be lower than the unique 
TERCE analyses presented by UNESCO (2015). 
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largest increase in the region, behind only the Dominican Republic. Peru also had impressive 
gains above that of the average regional increase. The two countries performed almost 20 points 
higher in 2013 than in 2006, on average. Graphs depicting the distribution of scores are shown in 
Figure 9 for Ecuador and Figure 10 for Peru.  
To standardize student performance to levels of third-grade equivalent comprehension 
and understanding, UNESCO computed four levels of Spanish language comprehension (see 
Table 13). Level-based findings and changes from SERCE to TERCE for Ecuador are shown in 
Figure 11. Ecuador considerably reduced its share of students who performed below Level I, 
indicating a reading level below the grade standard. The percentage of students at this lowest 
level decreased by over 10%, the highest in the region. Comparatively, however, the percent of 
highest level performers, Level IV, did not increase dramatically. As such, the largest increases 
were in Levels II and III of reading comprehension, indicating that a larger portion of students in 
2013 tested within the moderate range of language comprehension. The language comprehension 
findings for Peru are shown in Figure 12. While Peru had a lower percentage of lowest 
performers than Ecuador (below Level I) in SERCE, it also decreased this percentage in TERCE 
by almost 5%. Peru decreased the share of students at Level I as well and proportionally 
increased the percentage of students at Levels II and III, indicating moderate reading 
comprehension. Peru increased the total of top performers (Level IV) by 1%. When comparing 
the Ecuador and Peru results in TERCE, the findings indicated a convergence of language 
comprehension, as both countries performed similarly across Levels II and III, similar to the 
regional average. The percentage of top performers was less than 5% in both countries, 
indicating room for improvement in analyzing Spanish language comprehension.  
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These initial findings confirmed that third-grade language achievement scores increased 
from 2006 to 2013 in both countries, with greater increase in Ecuador. Further, the findings 
indicated that Ecuador decreased its proportion of students reading below their grade level, the 
highest decrease in Latin America. Both countries increased the representation of students 
reading at grade level in TERCE, and the proportional allocations of Levels I, II, and III were 
similar across the two countries. Finally, the findings indicated that in both countries, Level IV 
readers, or readers who were performing at the highest level of third- grade reading, did not 
increase significantly.  
Ecuador: Multilevel Analyses of SERCE and TERCE 
 My preliminary quantitative findings indicated that student achievement results in 
Ecuador increased significantly from SERCE to TERCE. Additional analyses were needed to 
understand whether this increase in achievement was applicable across different strata of the 
student population, particularly Indigenous versus non-Indigenous students. All variables 
included in my regression and multilevel analyses are presented in Table 14. To begin my 
analysis, I computed regressions of the SERCE data to understand individual- and school-level 
factors affecting the Spanish language test outcomes. The findings from the ordinary least 
squares (OLS) regression analysis are included in Table 15, with clustered standard errors to 
account for the nested structure of the sample. Model 1 included the effect of a student’s 
Indigenous status (Indigenous) on the Spanish language score (LangScore). It was found that 
students who were categorized as Indigenous scored significantly lower on the SERCE test, a 
difference of 50 points. While not surprising, the strength of this initial finding pointed to the 
large disparity between Indigenous and non-Indigenous students as noted in the previous chapter. 
Model 2 added three more student-level variables, whether the student was female, his or her 
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socioeconomic status, and whether the student had more books in the home. The effect of books 
in the home was highly significant; if a student had more than 10 books in the home, his or her 
SERCE score increased by 38 points. The explanatory power of the regression tripled (R2 = 
0.118).  The final regression Model 4 added classroom- and school-level factors. The strongest 
factors here were absenteeism (Class_Absentee) and whether the school was in a rural area 
(School_Rural). The strongest of these factors was school absenteeism. When teachers identified 
absenteeism as a problem in their class, the average student score decreased by 29 points. In the 
Ecuador model, relationship variables were not significant. School principal support for teachers 
and school supervision had no effect on test scores. While both variables had a positive effect on 
the test score, the effect was not statistically significant.  
The results of the SERCE multilevel analysis using the random intercept model are 
included in Table 16. The fully unconditional model is included in Model 1. The ICC for this 
empty model indicated that about one third (or 31%) of the variation in language test scores in 
Ecuador was explained by variations between classrooms. The model indicated that on average, 
students in Ecuador received a score of 452 on the SERCE test.11 Model 2 included Indigenous 
as the only dependent variable. As in the OLS regression, being Indigenous was a strong 
predictor of student performance. However, it is important to note that the strength of the 
Indigenous effect was cut in half when accounting for differences in classrooms. On average, 
Indigenous students scored 20 points lower on the SERCE test. When all student-level factors 
were included (Model 3), student socioeconomic status was no longer significant. This could 
indicate that the classroom-level effects were strong in predicting differences in test scores. The 
                                                 
11 The SERCE mean score here is slightly different than the score presented in Table 12 due to pairwise deletions in 
the multilevel model sample. The multilevel sample included 2,609 cases.  
  53 
final Model 4 included all variables in the analysis. The “Indigenous effect” further weakened in 
this model. While scores among Indigenous students were still significantly lower than for their 
counterparts, the difference in scores decreased when accounting for the differences among 
classrooms. While school absenteeism (negative) and the presence of books in the home 
(positive) were still strong predictors of student scores, student socioeconomic status and the 
location of the school (urban/rural) were no longer significant. Other school factors, such as 
principal support and school supervision, were also no longer significant. In Model 4 the ICC 
decreased when classroom-level factors were considered. Given the nested structure of the 
sample, over 11% of the variations between student scores were explained by the variables in the 
model.  
The TERCE analysis for Ecuador included 1,610 students in 103 classrooms. As noted in 
the methodology, the TERCE analysis included several additional classroom- and school-level 
factors to account for potential effects on the language score. The summary statistics for all 
TERCE variables are included in Table 17. I moved directly to the hierarchical linear model 
given the strong school effect in the SERCE analysis. The random intercept model is presented 
in Table 18. The full unconditional model indicated a higher average score than the SERCE, at 
515. Further, the ICC indicated that 28% of the differences in TERCE scores could be explained 
by differences among classrooms. Model 2 included the effect of being Indigenous on the 
TERCE score. When accounting for differences in schools, the Indigenous effect in TERCE was 
no longer significant. This was a significant finding in comparison to the SERCE model, where a 
decrease in 20 points, on average, was explained by being Indigenous. In the TERCE model, the 
Indigenous effect was negligible at less than 3 points, on average. The effect was not significant.  
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When all student-level factors were considered, the effects of student socioeconomic 
status and student absenteeism were highly significant. While the Indigenous factor was no 
longer a significant predictor of score differences, school attendance and socioeconomic status 
were strong predictors in this model. As more factors were included in the model, factors related 
to these two factors remained strong. In Model 5 including all student- and classroom-level 
factors, the only other significant factor was an index of school infrastructure. For every 
additional point on the index, which measured the presence of classroom and school amenities, 
including Internet access, the average TERCE score increased by 17 points. The full model had 
an ICC of 0.08, indicating that the variables included were helping explain differences in scores, 
even when controlling for differences among classrooms in the sample.  
Interpretations of the Findings  
The large increases in student test scores in Ecuador from 2006 to 2013 affected all types 
of students, including Indigenous populations. While the Indigenous score gap in SERCE was 
over 20 points in the multilevel model, in the TERCE model this reduced to under three points. 
This indicated that the Indigenous gap had been reduced and that in TERCE, being an 
Indigenous student no longer had a significant effect on differences in test scores. Other factors, 
including student absenteeism and socioeconomic background, were the main factors affecting 
negative differences in scores. While there could be a correlation between Indigenous status and 
socioeconomic status, in the TERCE model scores were only affected by a student’s 
socioeconomic background.  
While the Indigenous factor was no longer significant, TERCE findings showed stark 
education inequity within and among schools, which had a significant effect on student 
outcomes. First, students with low socioeconomic status were at a significant disadvantage 
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compared to their counterparts with higher SES status. The infrastructure within a school was 
also a dominant factor in the TERCE analysis. Classrooms with advanced facilities and Internet 
access had significantly higher scores. This was a more significant factor than school location, 
availability of school programs to support infrastructure, or teacher professional development. 
Interestingly, resources given to schools for teacher development and school development had no 
effect on student outcomes.  
The Ecuador analysis brought forth several additional considerations. One consideration 
was the extent to which schools with higher percentages of Indigenous students were in lower 
socioeconomic areas and had less infrastructure. Another consideration was related to the 
concentration of Indigenous students in schools and whether EIB schools had the same outcomes 
as mainstream schools. I present this analysis at the end of the chapter.   
Peru: Multilevel Analyses of SERCE and TERCE 
 The sample in Peru included a larger Indigenous population than in Ecuador, providing 
an interesting comparative analysis of SERCE to TERCE changes in outcomes. The SERCE 
sample for Peru included 3,183 students in 162 classrooms. The SERCE variables for the Peru 
sample are included in Table 19. I began my SERCE analysis with OLS regressions to 
understand the effects of various factors on the SERCE Spanish language score. Table 20 
includes findings from the regressions, with clustered standard errors to account for students 
nested within classrooms. Model 1 indicated an even stronger Indigenous effect than in the 
Ecuador sample. In this sample, being Indigenous accounted for a decrease of 62 points on the 
SERCE language score, on average. In Models 2 and 3, additional student- and classroom-level 
factors were included. In this sample, being Indigenous, having more books at home, being 
absent from class, and having variable SES status were all highly significant predictors of the 
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SERCE score. In addition, in Model 5 school location was a significant factor for lower 
outcomes on the SERCE score. The power of the last regression model (R2 = 0.22) was high, 
indicating that one-fifth of the differences between test scores on the SERCE could be explained 
by this combination of student- and classroom-level factors. What was also interesting about this 
model was that as more indicators were added to the model, the Indigenous factor decreased. 
This may have indicated that other factors, such as socioeconomic status, were picking up some 
of the differences by Indigenous status in the first model. This could also indicate that there was 
some correlation between Indigeneity and low socioeconomic status, for example.  
 The SERCE random intercept model for Peru is included in Table 21. The full 
unconditional model had an ICC of 0.37, indicating 37% of the differences in SERCE language 
scores were explained by differences in classrooms. The first model included Indigeneity as the 
sole factor; the effect was highly statistically significant, though not as strong as in the regression 
analysis. Being Indigenous accounted for a decrease of 33 points on the SERCE language score, 
accounting for differences between classrooms. I specified the model further by adding 
individual-level variables for gender, socioeconomic status, and absenteeism. In Model 3, all 
factors were highly statistically significant. In the final model, classroom-level factors that were 
significant included teacher support and school location. In Peru, teacher support from the school 
principal had a positive significant effect on student test scores. This was a classroom-level 
factor that was not significant in Ecuador. However, the strongest factor here was school 
location, indicating a stark difference between urban and rural schools. In the full model the ICC 
dropped to 0.20, indicating that the variables in the model were helping to explain the differences 
in SERCE test scores.  
  57 
 The 2013 TERCE analysis included 2,006 students in 177 classrooms from Peru. The full 
list of variables and summary statistics is included in Table 22. As in the Ecuador sample, the 
variables included additional factors not in the SERCE analysis, such as an indicator for school 
infrastructure and two indicators for school-level programs focused on teacher and school 
development. Table 23 presents the random intercept model for the TERCE dataset in Peru. The 
full unconditional model indicated a higher base student score than for the SERCE. On average, 
students received a score of 523 on the Spanish language test. This model controlled for 
differences in classrooms across the country, which accounted for 40% of the differences in 
scores. This was the highest ICC among all the models in my analysis, indicating that in Peru, 
classroom and school inequity accounted for a large percentage of score differences. 
 The Indigenous effect in Peru was much lower in the TERCE model and not as 
statistically significant as in the SERCE model. Similar to the findings in Ecuador, the 
Indigenous effect was no longer statistically significant once other student- and classroom-level 
factors were included in the analysis. While the coefficient was still negative, indicating a 
negative effect by Indigenous status, this effect on scores was no longer significant. The effect 
was further reduced once other factors were included in the analysis, particularly student 
socioeconomic status, books in the home, and absenteeism in Model 2. In the most advanced 
Model 5, classroom-level effects for school location and infrastructure were highly statistically 
significant. There continued to be a significant difference in scores between urban and rural 
schools as well as schools with lower and higher infrastructure, such as school facilities and 
Internet access. Other classroom- and school-level effects, such as support from the school 
principal or program support from outside the school, were not significant. The full model 
reduced the ICC to 0.14, indicating that the composition of variables in the model helped explain 
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over 27% of the differences in test scores, while controlling for differences between classrooms 
in the country.   
Interpretations of the Findings 
The findings in Peru between SERCE and TERCE spoke to a similar outcome as in 
Ecuador, albeit in Peru the differences in classrooms were more profound. The findings indicated 
three important conclusions. First, the differences in classrooms and schools in Peru, and 
particularly differences by school location and infrastructure, had a strong effect on student 
language outcomes. The inclusion of these factors reduced the effect of other factors in the 
model, including student socioeconomic status. This may also indicate that students of lower 
socioeconomic status were clustered in rural schools. This finding indicated that stark differences 
among classrooms in Peru were accounting for a majority of the gaps in Spanish language 
outcomes and were potentially a dire indication of continued education inequality in the Peruvian 
system.    
 A second conclusion in the Peru analysis was that the Indigenous factor identified in 
SERCE was significantly reduced in TERCE and became insignificant in multilevel analysis 
once accounting for differences in classrooms. While being Indigenous still had a negative effect 
on scores, this effect was insignificant in comparison to other socioeconomic and personal 
attributes of the student. Several explanations may have contributed to this outcome. First, the 
categorization of Indigenous status in TERCE (mother’s self-identification) created a larger 
sample of Indigenous students, but it may have also included a larger sample of students who 
were of Indigenous heritage but had spoken Spanish since an early age. This could have 
indicated that Indigenous status was not in itself a marker for lower academic achievement. 
Further, if Indigenous students were clustered in schools the Indigenous factor may also have 
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been picked up by differences in classrooms and schools, particularly school location or 
infrastructure.  
 The third conclusion in the analysis brought in comparative literature and similar studies 
on SERCE and TERCE comparisons in the sixth grade, where some Indigenous differences in 
student-level outcomes in TERCE were still statistically significant (Levitan & Post, 2017; 
UNESCO, 2017). This could indicate that in these instances, the Indigenous effect grew over 
time and was more profound in later years of schooling. This was corroborated by secondary 
research in my literature review that indicated that Indigenous gaps in student achievement grew 
over time. While the Indigenous gap was no longer statistically significant in the third grade, 
there was not conclusive evidence that this gap in achievement was altogether erased in the 
education system or that the factor no longer required attention.  
EIB Reform Multilevel Analysis in Ecuador 
 A limitation of the TERCE analysis, as stated in the methodology, was that the variable 
for Indigenous was not identical to the constructed variable in the SERCE. As such, various 
interpretations of Indigenous status based on students or family members could have led to 
different samples of Indigenous groups. In Ecuador, I categorized EIB schools and defined them 
as schools where over 50% of the students were Indigenous. I conducted the same TERCE 
analysis to analyze whether there were differences in the outcomes of EIB and non-EIB schools 
as well as whether any other factors could explain the differences between these schools and 
student performance on the Spanish language test. The EIB students comprised only 5% of the 
Indigenous sample in the Ecuador analysis. The EIB classroom sample included 1,610 students 
in 103 classrooms. Four of these classrooms were EIB classrooms. The random intercept model 
is presented in Table 24. The full unconditional model indicated an average TERCE score of 515 
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on the language test. The ICC indicated that 23% of the model could be explained by differences 
between the classrooms in the model. EIB classrooms as a total scored lower on the TERCE test, 
by an average of 12 points (Model 2). However, this finding was not statistically significant. 
When other student- and classroom-level indicators were included in the analysis, the EIB 
variable became positive and insignificant. Similar to TERCE Ecuador analysis earlier in the 
chapter, the strongest determinants of student achievement were student socioeconomic 
background, student absenteeism, and school infrastructure. In the full model, EIB classrooms 
had a higher score by 2 points, not statistically significant with a high standard error. This led me 
to the conclusion that being in an EIB classroom (defined as majority Indigenous) did not have a 
statistically significant impact on the Spanish language score in comparison to other non-EIB 
classrooms. However, differences related to students from poor backgrounds or schools with low 
infrastructure were strong determinants of academic performance. 
Conclusions 
 The conclusion drawn from the quantitative analysis was that the student language 
outcomes increased significantly in Ecuador and Peru for Indigenous and non-Indigenous 
students. Results among Indigenous students indicated that the Indigenous gap was reduced in 
student language achievement and that in both countries differences between Indigenous and 
non-Indigenous students were no longer significant in TERCE, when accounting for other 
student- and classroom-level indicators. However, in both countries, student socioeconomic 
status, resources in the home, and school resources were significant factors that continued to 
affect language outcomes.  
 The findings related to Research Question 1 pointed to two major conclusions. First, 
TERCE student outcomes in Ecuador and Peru led to reductions in education gaps among 
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Indigenous students as a whole. However, the data were not able to distinguish the particular 
reforms between EIB and non-EIB schools. As a result, while the overall effect on Indigenous 
students was positive, the results could not be linked specifically to the EIB reform efforts. The 
sample included Indigenous students in non-EIB schools as well. Thus, the reduction in the gap 
could be as much a factor of improved mainstream schooling as EIB reform practices.  
 The second major conclusion was that regardless of EIB reform outcomes, the factors 
driving differences between Indigenous and non-Indigenous students and school success were 
socioeconomic in nature according to the findings. In both countries, the effects of other factors, 
whether in the classroom or in the school, were insignificant when controlling for differences in 
student SES status, whether the school was in an urban or rural area, or school infrastructure. 
The effect of these factors was so strong that any other contributing factors to student 
achievement, such as teacher practices or instruction practices, were insignificant. The findings 
also concluded that the education systems in the two countries remained some of the most 
unequal in the region. While the two countries improved their education outcomes overall, the 
gaps indicated by these socioeconomic factors were significant and indicated that students who 
were marginalized by their social and economic status could not succeed in education. Since a 
large proportion of these students came from Indigenous backgrounds, it is necessary to consider 
this implication in future education efforts.  
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CHAPTER 5: DECONSTRUCTING EIB POLICY REFORM IN ECUADOR 
The policy reform process of EIB in Ecuador from 2006 to 2016 paralleled the 
implementation of wide-scale testing and provided a comparative frame to understand the 
education context of the findings presented in Chapter 4. Given the changes in education 
outcomes among Indigenous and non-Indigenous students from the SERCE to the TERCE, this 
chapter presents discursive qualitative analysis of knowledge production during the decade 
(2006-2016), using education reform as an explanatory factor to consider the interpretations of 
metanarratives. The qualitative analysis in Chapters 5 and 6 sought to answer the last two 
research questions: 
3. How did interest groups interpret EIB reform from 2006-2016 in Ecuador? 
4. How was EIB reform from 2006-2016 implemented in schools in Ecuador? How did interest 
groups interpret this implementation at the school level?   
The chapter begins with a chronological account of policy changes implemented between 
2006 and 2016, a decade influenced by multiple social, economic, and political factors that also 
impacted education reform. The deconstructive content analysis included over 40 documents 
produced by four stakeholder groups: (a) the government of Ecuador, (b) Indigenous 
organizations, (c) academic researchers, and (d) international donor agencies. Government 
documents comprised official documents, including two 10-year education plans (Plan Decenal 
de Educación), the 2008 Ecuadorean constitution, the 2011 Law on Intercultural Education (Ley 
Orgánica de Educación Intercultural [LOEI]), and various reforms related to the EIB system 
(MOSEIB). Documents from Indigenous organizations included webpages, articles, and bulletins 
of the CONAIE and the National Federation of Indigenous, Peasant, and Black Organizations 
(Confederación Nacional de Organizaciones Campesinas, Indígenas y Negras [FENOCIN]), two 
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of the largest and politically involved Indigenous organizations in the country. Academic 
research during this decade included peer-reviewed journal articles from Ecuador and Latin 
America as well as research conducted in other academic centers worldwide on Ecuador’s EIB 
reform. Finally, documents from international donor agencies included publications released 
during this time regarding Indigenous peoples in Ecuador and Latin America, UNESCO’s 
LLECE project, and United Nations Children's Fund (UNICEF) and World Bank documents 
regarding EIB efforts in Ecuador.  
The purpose of the analysis was to examine the content production of each interest group 
and to understand the narratives portrayed through their interpretations of EIB reform. The 
content analysis went beyond accepting or rationalizing the findings or truths being presented, 
rather it questioned the metanarratives and juxtaposed the documents against each other to 
compare and contrast interpretations of “the truth.” Four subresearch questions guided the 
analysis of each document. What messages or discourses were being communicated and how? 
What were the assumptions and understandings of interculturality, bilingualism, EIB, evaluation, 
and testing? What was excluded or marginalized and by whom? Were there contradictions or 
inconsistencies in the text itself? How did individuals and society receive the text? These 
questions exposed not only overt discourses but also hidden ones (Hesse-Biber & Leavy, 2010).   
Key Events in EIB Reform in Ecuador: 2006-2016 
The Introduction presented a historical account of EIB policy and reform in Ecuador, 
which dates as early as the 1960s. My dissertation mapped one decade of this evolutionary 
process, to specify EIB reform from 2006-2016 and to compare this reform with the 
implementation of large-scale testing funded by UNESCO’s LLECE project. Incidentally, 
findings from SERCE and TERCE bookmarked events during the decade.  
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 The Ministry of Education unveiled its 10-year plan for education policy (Plan Decenal 
de Educación) in 2006. The timing coincided with the presidential election and the inaugural 
presidency of Rafael Correa, elected in December 2006 and inaugurated in January 2007. Correa 
as a presidential candidate supported the Plan Decenal and indicated his intention to implement 
the plan during his campaign, despite some of its broad aspirations (Levitan & Post, 2017). The 
implementation of the Plan Decenal introduced significant changes to education reform: 
increased spending in education; implementation of full-access and free basic education (and 
deletion of the “voluntary” tax for parents); mass teacher training and infrastructure programs; 
and distinct focus on education access and quality for all populations, including Indigenous 
groups (Schneider et al., 2019). The plan also included initiatives to reduce adult illiteracy, 
proportionally higher among Indigenous populations. Finally, the plan formalized a system of 
national evaluation, with the purpose of measuring and improving education quality. It is 
important to note that the Plan Decenal in 2006 was drafted and implemented for mainstream 
schools only because at the time the SEIB was implemented in a separate ministry, under the 
direction of the DINEIB. While the Ministry of Education provided support to the MOSEIB and 
its curricular reform, the Plan Decenal did not include the SEIB in its indicators or measures of 
success.   
Just 2 years later, in 2008, the Constituent Assembly (Asamblea Constituyente) ratified a 
new constitution, which officially identified Ecuador as an intercultural and plurinational state 
(Asamblea Constituyente, 2008). Notwithstanding the political controversy surrounding the 
constitutional referendum, the newly ratified constitution included clear language regarding the 
rights of Indigenous peoples in Ecuador and the development of education and social 
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opportunities for populations that had been historically marginalized. The constitution also stated 
the right of Indigenous peoples to a system of EIB (Asamblea Constituyente, 2008):12 
To develop, strengthen, and fortify the intercultural bilingual education system, with 
quality criteria, from early childhood to the most advanced level, in accordance with 
cultural diversity, for the care and preservation of identities in line with their teaching and 
learning methodologies . . . The administration of this system will be collective and 
participatory . . . based on community oversight and accountability. (p. 1) 
Further government reform in 2009 ushered in perhaps the largest structural shift in the EIB 
system in recent history. The Correa government subsumed the DINEIB under the control of the 
Ministry of Education, with the Ministry having oversight over budget, policy, and 
implementation. This drastically impacted the functioning of the DINEIB and its ability to fund 
its own activities (Gustafson, 2014). It did, however, allow for the streamlining of all education 
systems under one governmental body. The DINEIB, still functioning as a semiautonomous 
entity that implemented the MOSEIB, was overseen by a vice-minister who reported to the 
Minister of Education. In 2011, to prioritize intercultural education in EIB and mainstream 
schools, the Ministry of Education released the LOEI (Ministerio de Educación). The law 
indicated that over time, all schools in Ecuador would integrate at least one ancestral language as 
well as historical and contextual intercultural curricula. The law also confirmed that the SEIB, 
while separate in its curriculum and overseen by the DINEIB, would be located within the 
Ministry of Education. Finally, though INEVAL would not come into existence until 2012, the 
                                                 
12 Translation from Spanish to English by author.  
  66 
LOEI stated in Article 67 that the Institute would be created to measure the quality of education 
in the country (Ministerio de Educación, 2011).  
 The Ministry of Education founded the INEVAL in 2012 as a semiautonomous 
government body charged with implementing large-scale evaluation and testing. The INEVAL 
was tasked with implementing country-wide assessments, including the SERCE and TERCE, 
and national standardized tests in fourth and seventh grade. The INEVAL was also tasked with 
implementing Ecuador’s first implementation of PISA. This focus on international large-scale 
assessments and testing was put to the test just 1 year later, when INEVAL implemented the 
third iteration of the LLECE project, the TERCE. The findings and analysis were published by 
INEVAL (2015), including comparisons of the SERCE and TERCE in Ecuador.  
 In 2013, the updated MOSEIB curriculum was launched, the pedagogical tool for EIB 
schools to implement curricula for 14 nationalities and 18 Indigenous groups in Ecuador 
(Ministerio de Educación, 2013). The MOSEIB had already been implemented by the DINEIB; 
however, this reform was the first time the MOSEIB was implemented under the auspices of the 
Ministry of Education. The MOSEIB was implemented beginning with the 2014-2015 school 
year; new curricula and textbooks for EIB schools were prepared for the first grade levels, with 
further EIB curricula to be adapted in successive years. The MOSEIB prioritized “integral 
evaluation, flexible promotion and respect for the rhythm of people’s learning, considering 
psychosocial aspects and creative capacity to overcome forms of evaluation that prioritize only 
logical and verbal reasoning, and memory” (Ministerio de Educación, 2013).13 Evaluation and 
auto-evaluation in MOSEIB were outlined as a communal process, including the systematic 
                                                 
13 Translation from Spanish to English by author.  
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evaluation of students, teachers, parents, and community members. Evaluation processes for 
students included diagnostics as well as levels and grades for comprehension of content subjects, 
Indigenous language, Spanish language, culture and arts, and historical and cultural 
comprehension. In addition to these the evaluation process included grades or levels for more 
esoteric factors, such as satisfaction with one’s life, loyalty to one’s culture, curiosity and 
eagerness to learn, and sociability with other community actors. The MOSEIB did not include 
parameters on grading these factors or on how these would be integrated into or compared to the 
evaluation processes of INEVAL and the Ministry of Education.    
In 2016, the Ministry conducted an evaluation of the Plan Decenal, with DINEIB now a 
part of the Ministry of Education (Ministerio de Educación, 2016). Similar to findings in Table 
12 and Figures 11 and 12, the SERCE and TERCE were cited throughout the evaluation report as 
evidence for increases in education quality and learning achievement. The Plan Decenal did not 
include learning outcomes from the MOSEIB. Rather, the description of the MOSEIB included 
statistics of the number of EIB schools in 2015 where the new curriculum was implemented 
(1,484) as a percentage of all schools in intercultural bilingual areas (64%) and the need to 
expand MOSEIB to all intercultural bilingual schools (Ministerio de Educación, 2016, p. 92). 
Enrollment outcomes in this section were for all students in basic education who auto-identified 
as Indigenous, not only those in EIB schools, increasing from 89% in 2006 to 98% in 2015 
(Ministerio de Educación, 2016, p. 92). The report acknowledged challenges of EIB 
implementation and reform, particularly in coverage of EIB schools and integration of practices 
in all schools, not only those in Indigenous areas. The Plan Decenal 2016-2025 indicated that by 
2025, all schools that were majority Indigenous would have an EIB curriculum (Ministerio de 
Educación, 2015).  
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Overt Narratives in Interest Group Discourse 
 What were the dominant discourses portrayed in the documents by each stakeholder 
group? An analysis of focal points revealed that messages related to government and 
international donor agencies often focused on the inclusiveness of EIB reform. These discourses 
stressed education awareness, design and implementation, and government rhetoric but went 
further to focus on norms and standards related to education outcomes (Ministerio de Educación, 
2015). Education-related rhetoric was bureaucratic in its writing and rarely included policy 
interpretations or specifics of implementation. International donor agencies focused heavily on 
assessments and analyses of socioeconomic and government data (World Bank, 2015) as well as 
sociocultural analyses of the implications of EIB policy in practice (Ministerio de Educación & 
World Bank, 2015). All reports and other documents provided a reference to the historic 
underpinnings of EIB and Indigenous issues in the country and region and often linked current 
rhetoric or policy to this historic claim. International donors also provided a broader picture to 
embed Ecuador in the historical context and progress of Latin America as a region (Malik, 
2014). These organizations placed Ecuador and its education system and outcomes against the 
benchmarks of international education standards and norms (World Bank, 2015).  
 Indigenous organizations’ discourses were rooted in the political context. Content 
produced by CONAIE and FENOCIN focused on education and political strife and increasing 
government conflicts in advocating for the rights of Indigenous groups (CONAIE, 2015-2016; 
FENOCIN, 2019). Often, articles and bulletins related to education were inextricably linked with 
other topics, such as security and violence, human rights, resource allocation, and censure. The 
decade was fraught with highs and lows related to government relations, as outlined in Becker 
(2013). While positive steps included the furthering of Indigenous education through the 2008 
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constitution and the 2011 LOEI, the relationships deteriorated over time, with open hostility, 
interrogation, and violence in the latter half of the decade. During this time, the CONAIE and 
FENOCIN directed their efforts and arguments toward central policy agendas related to 
opposition of Correa’s government and its actions. As such, it was difficult to find messages 
from the CONAIE and FENOCIN that focused on education topics solely, as education rights 
were intertwined with other pressing policy agendas. 
 Academic discourse from 2006-2016 provided insight into the interpretations of 
Ecuador’s education policy, nationally and internationally. Academic researchers focused their 
analyses on the outcomes and fallouts of EIB reform in Ecuador, linking actions of Correa’s 
government to effects on Indigenous education and rights (Oviedo & Wildemeersch, 2008). 
Researchers placed the developments of EIB reform against the historical backdrop of 
colonialism in Ecuador, particularly in setting the decisions made by Correa’s government 
against the history of Indigenous education as a separate and undeniable right directed by 
Indigenous groups (Arellano, 2008; Montaluisa, 2008). Researchers both within Ecuador and in 
the region were also more vocal in questioning the role of the government’s intentions with EIB 
and the opportunities and challenges this raised for Indigenous groups (Gustafson, 2014; López, 
2014; Walsh, 2010; Zavala et al., 2007).  
Discourse Frameworks of Ecuadorean Education Reform  
My analysis of the literature and content related to EIB reform informed four discourse 
frameworks that paralleled the themes of my dissertation: discourse of interculturality, discourse 
of bilingualism, discourse of EIB reform, and discourse of evaluation and testing. Next, I 
elaborate on each of these frameworks, taking into consideration narrative analysis and bringing 
to the surface interpretations of text that were obscured from the dominant narrative.  
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Discourse of Interculturality 
A key component of EIB, the term “interculturality” (interculturalidad) was used 
throughout all texts. It was predominantly used in government texts and academic research, 
though a quick search of the term in documents produced by Indigenous organizations revealed it 
to be similarly prevalent. Interpretations of interculturality could be categorized as overt or 
hidden discourse. In overt messages, it was cited to define inclusion and be an identity marker. 
The 2008 constitution referred to Ecuador in its opening statement as a state that is “social, 
democratic, sovereign, independent, unitary, intercultural, plurinational and secular” (Asamblea 
Constituyente).14 In other literature, the term intercultural was often combined with “inclusive” 
and “equitable,” seemingly placing these terms adjacent to identify their close relationship 
(Ministerio de Educación, 2006). In many documents, interculturality was placed alongside 
plurinationalism. While both of these terms came originally from Indigenous movements within 
Ecuador (Walsh, 2009), interpretation of which term was more critical was disputed. CONAIE 
defined plurinationalism as the coexistence of multiple preserved nations within one sovereign 
state, providing the opportunity for citizens to identify with more than one nation and also 
providing key significance and recognition of those nations in the state’s law, administration, and 
infrastructure (CONAIE, 2019). Interculturality went beyond this notion to identify a state of 
being in which individuals from various cultures would interact with each other and seek a 
balance of cultures that respected individualism, history, rights, and prosperity (FENOCIN, 
2019). The declaration and use of both terms were a point of contention between the two 
Indigenous organizations. For example, FENOCIN questioned the term plurinationalism as it 
                                                 
14 Translation from Spanish to English by author.  
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advocated that Ecuador was not only a country of many nations, but also of tribes, races, and 
classes that were adversely affected by reforms and needed to be included in the discourse 
(FENOCIN, n.d.).  
My analysis further uncovered differences between uses of the term, which was 
prevalent, and implementation of the term. If intercultural education was implemented fully, then 
the symbiotic existence of mainstream education and intercultural education would be in 
balance. However, that was not the case. In government documents, for example, while 
interculturality was used in opening statements regarding the rights of all individuals to an 
intercultural education experience, this was not implemented because mainstream schools did not 
teach Indigenous languages. Sylvia Schmelkes (2006) concluded that a possible contradiction at 
this time was that while the term was used to refer to the country and population as a whole, in 
mainstream education, interculturality was not necessarily implemented. 
A fully integrated intercultural model would combine education systems between EIB 
and mainstream schools to seamlessly integrate Indigenous and Hispanic-mestizo culture. While 
interculturality was cited in most government documents, and often linked with equity and 
accessibility, in both the Plan Decenal and the MOSEIB, the integration of EIB and mainstream 
curricula was not apparent nor discussed (Oviedo & Wildemeersch, 2008). Thus, the two 
systems were implemented in parallel, without integration. The Plan Decenal 2016-2025 
indicated that by 2025 any intercultural bilingual area (defined as a location where a majority of 
the population was Indigenous) would have EIB curricula; however, the implementation of this 
was not discussed in the plan, lacking details on curriculum rollout, teacher training, or school 
resources. It is also important to note that full interculturality presented its own challenges. A 
balance and integration of all nations in Ecuador would require integration of all 17 nations 
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represented. While the integration of Kichwa, a majority language and nation, would be easier, it 
was noted that this could be at the expense or representation of smaller nations, which were 
already gravely underrepresented (Oviedo & Wildemeersch, 2008).  
Why, then, was the term so prevalent in discourse and messaging? The answer could lie 
in the hidden discourse; interculturality became a popular political term to demonstrate 
government recognition of Indigenous priorities. As a result, the term was possibly used for 
justification and conciliation. From government discourse, the term referred to the correction of 
historical colonial discrimination, a focus on equality. In MOSEIB, the term interculturality was 
more encompassing and spoke to the integrated role of education in promoting joint culture and 
living. To Indigenous groups, FENOCIN used the term to describe a much more holistic way of 
living. This led to a contradiction between government and Indigenous interpretations of the 
term. While the government used the term as a historical corrective measure and presented the 
term largely to achieve resolution, from the Indigenous perspective, the term signified a 
commitment to action, a way of being and knowing. While this was often written in reform 
documents, including the constitution and the LOEI, the interpretation of the term uncovered a 
hidden discourse around the government’s rhetoric and lack of action related to holistic 
intercultural education (Oviedo & Wildemeersch, 2008).  
Discourse of Bilingualism and Language   
Language acquisition for education benefits was a critical theme that affected discussions 
and interpretations of EIB reform. Language policy and historical analysis influenced 
perceptions of dominant languages (i.e., which languages were considered more important in 
society). While Spanish was the state language in Ecuador, Kichwa, Shuar, and other Indigenous 
languages were official languages for the Indigenous peoples. According to the 2008 
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constitution, Indigenous groups reserved the right to have their Indigenous language as their 
primary language, with Spanish as the “language for interculturality” (Asamblea Constituyente, 
p. 1). The MOSEIB curriculum included primary acquisition of the Indigenous language and 
gradual addition of Spanish to achieve functional bilingualism (Ministerio de Educación, 2013). 
The curriculum also emphasized acquisition of another foreign language over time (e.g., English) 
to achieve multilingualism during tertiary education (Bachillerato) to achieve the following 
percentages in the curriculum: “40% Indigenous language; 40% Spanish language; 20% Foreign 
language (Ministerio de Educación, 2017, p. 30).  
Two themes were apparent in the document analysis. First, the dominance of Spanish and 
English affected the comparative lower status of Indigenous languages in popular discourse. 
Language acquisition was a hidden discourse for individual social mobility. Marleen Haboud 
(2009) concluded that, as a result, Indigenous parents found it more relevant to have their 
children learn Spanish and English rather than their own Indigenous language, while non-
Indigenous parents of students questioned why their children should learn an Indigenous 
language in lieu of other global language. This interpretation of language elitism complicated 
promoting intercultural education where Indigenous languages were the education priority.  
The second theme centered on the implementation of language study and how EIB 
reform would be implemented in practice. Teacher training was a primary concern; some studies 
found that up to 60% of EIB teachers were not proficient in the Indigenous language they were 
teaching (López, 2014). This complicated the future of Indigenous teaching and learning because 
the Ministry of Education would first have to focus on training teachers in Indigenous languages 
in order to implement EIB curricula.  
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Discourse of EIB Reform  
Having already discussed two of the terms in the “EIB,” my analysis also interpreted 
discourses related to the reform itself. The conceptual interpretations of EIB were common in 
overt discourses between the government and Indigenous organizations but differed in practice. 
For example, government documents clearly distinguished the approach and principles of the 
MOSEIB from the mainstream curriculum. “In the organization of the learning process MOSEIB 
uses a methodology in which experimentation and experience – in accordance with indigenous 
traditions – are considered to be the axis of knowing. In doing so it distances itself from western 
academic epistemology” (Oviedo & Wildemeersch, 2008, p. 458). This ensured that there was a 
different curriculum for the MOSEIB and that the approach to pedagogy was integrated within 
the community. This also influenced how the MOSEIB could be evaluated so that epistemologies 
considered integral to the mainstream curriculum would not be imposed on the MOSEIB.  
However, the interpretation of this concept in practice was where the government and 
Indigenous organizations were in direct conflict. The CONAIE, for example, considered the 
government’s interpretation of the MOSEIB a “translation of the Spanish model” (Oviedo & 
Wildemeersch, 2008, p. 462). Without the support from the Indigenous groups, the government 
received criticism for translating texts rather than reconceptualizing EIB as its own system.  
CONAIE further asserted that the government’s interpretation of EIB did not integrate the 
holistic model of interculturality. So, yet another contradiction arose in that the government’s 
overt narratives were to create a distinct EIB system, but the implementation was to replicate 
many of the curricula and materials, already being used in mainstream schools, to Indigenous 
groupsa further promulgation of reproduction theory and neocolonialism. This was a very 
serious accusation and one that uncovered some of the fundamental disconnects at the core of 
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EIB reform. While the Ministry of Education had a goal of integrating EIB reform and 
implementing an education system that was accessible to and representative of Indigenous 
groups, it was still heavily influenced by its broader political and economic agenda (Gustafson, 
2014).  
The strongest discourse about the EIB system came from Indigenous organizations’ overt 
disapproval of the DINEIB falling until the Ministry of Education. When the DINEIB was a 
separate entity, it was led by Indigenous organizations and given the necessary autonomy in 
relation to strategies, funding, and support, and it was less open to the pressures of the Ministry 
of Education. CONAIE denounced the DINEIB falling under the Ministry of Education, as they 
found this to take the system away from the Indigenous people (CONAIE, 2015-2016). This 
conflict exposed further contradictions within EIB reform. While the reform was implemented 
with Indigenous groups in negotiation and integration, the contentious relationship between the 
Correa government and these organizations deteriorated the political relationships and exposed 
the deep-seated discords between the two. The EIB reform was caught in the middle, a political 
pawn to appease Indigenous groups, while also a form of continued government control.  
Discourse of Evaluation and Testing  
The last theme that I evaluated was the discourse of evaluation and testing. I found that 
the relative absence of any narratives on the theme exposed the lack of coordination or decision-
making regarding the interpretation of standards, benchmarks, and outcome indicators in EIB. As 
noted in the previous section, the MOSEIB included a section on the theory of learning in the 
EIB system and its rejection of standard Western notions of comprehension though verbal and 
logical reasoning and memory. The MOSEIB focused on knowledge acquisition through 
experiential learning and research methods as well as knowledge through heritage and 
  76 
community engagement (Ministerio de Educación, 2013). The approach was accompanied by a 
monitoring and evaluation system that emphasized auto-evaluation, a system that would distance 
evaluation beyond standard testing practices (Ministerio de Educación, 2017). However, the 
Ministry of Education’s focus on evaluation and testing was implemented at the same time and 
due to the broad mandate to increase education quality through evaluation and assessment, EIB 
was subsumed with this strategy.  
As a result, while the MOSEIB curriculum was holistic in its concept and approach, the 
methods used for national and international assessment were rooted in the same quantitative and 
qualitative benchmarking as in the mainstream system. Further, the focus of INEVAL on 
national and international assessments also necessitated EIB schools to perform at the level of 
other schools and to excel in teacher and student evaluations. The rise of Millennium Schools,15 
some of which were EIB schools, created even more pressure to perform at the “international” 
level of education, again stemming from the Ministry of Education’s interpretation of education 
quality. This contradiction was perhaps the most stark in EIB reform and created the deepest rift 
between EIB reform in theory and its success as related to education outcomes.  
The 2011 LOEI’s directive indicated that all schools would be included in national 
evaluations implemented by INEVAL,16 with the hypothesis that EIB schools’ curricular 
distinctions could still provide necessary skills and knowledge to excel in these tests (Ministerio 
                                                 
15 One of President Correa’s strongest education reforms was the creation of Millennium Schools, or education 
“campuses,” that would integrate primary and secondary schooling in a university-like environment. These schools, 
which were to educate hundreds of students in large school structures, were built as modern campuses with 
advanced facilities and with modern technology. Millennium Schools were financed largely by the government of 
Ecuador. El Comercio reported that 4% of the country’s children were studying in Millennium Schools (García, 
2018).     
16 The creation of the INEVAL is mentioned in Article 67 of the LOEI (2011), though INEVAL would not be 
created until November 2012 of the following year.  
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de Educación). INEVAL’s focus on improving Ecuador’s standing in international assessments, 
such as the LLECE project and PISA, highlighted questions about the integration of EIB schools 
into the national education strategy. In the Plan Decenal 2016-2025, for example, there was no 
mention whether students from EIB schools would be included in international education 
assessments, such as the SERCE, TERCE, and PISA. With the EIB reform in contradiction to a 
direct focus on test-taking, the discourse would have necessitated an omission of all EIB schools 
from these assessments. However, this was not discussed in the literature at all, and more recent 
literature has found that international assessments often legitimize national testing systems, 
creating an even greater focus to participate (Addey & Sellar, 2012). The assessments further 
questioned the theoretical underpinnings of EIB and whether assessments of this type were even 
appropriate in the system.  
Conclusions 
The conclusions from the discursive document analysis indicated that discourse among 
key stakeholders in EIB reform in Ecuador differed not only in terms of external narratives 
regarding policy implementation and effect but also in hidden discourses that related to power 
and politics. At the center of these discourses were the fraught relationships between the 
government and Indigenous organizations, who had varying interpretations of the purpose of 
intercultural education, conceptions of bilingualism, and the purpose and outcomes of EIB. The 
narratives were further affected by the historical and political conflicts between these two actors 
and the power dynamics that were created between the Correa government, CONAIE, and 
FONACIN. Further, the discourse frameworks indicated that narratives in public often concealed 
hidden messaging and narratives related to broader strategies and political negotiations of these 
two groups.  
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Four discourse frameworks helped interpret the implementation of EIB reform from 
2006-2016. First, the analysis of interculturality as a central term in Ecuador’s constitution and 
education system uncovered a disconnect between rhetoric used in government documents and 
interpretations by Indigenous organizations and the failure of the EIB system to implement 
interculturality in practice. Further, the discourse of bilingualism showed that language policy 
was a political tool as well, and integration of Indigenous languages into intercultural education 
necessitated discourse around the relative value of Indigenous inquiry vis-à-vis other languages, 
including Spanish and English. The structural implementation of EIB suffered from the power 
dynamic between the Ministry of Education and the DINEIB and the loss of autonomy among 
Indigenous groups to implement EIB independently. Bringing the MOSEIB under the auspices 
of the Ministry also necessitated a broader reconceptualization of this system within the broader 
values of the Ministry as a whole, including its shift and focus to national and international 
assessments during this time.  
Finally, an increased focus on evaluation and testing led to questions about the extent to 
which the EIB system fit into this framework and what outcomes could be expected from the 
EIB reform. The discourse analysis showed that while the initial interpretations noted a separate 
system of evaluation, pressure from the Ministry of Education and INEVAL to ensure a national 
system of education quality may have increased pressure to include the complete system of 
education, creating a clear contradiction between the holistic, contextual, and auto-evaluative 
theories underpinning EIB and the normative, convergent standards of international education 
assessments.  
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CHAPTER 6: EIB REFORM IN PRACTICE IN ECUADOR 
 The third phase of my dissertation research was informed by the quantitative analysis and 
the discursive document review. I visited Ecuador in 2015, at a time when the new MOSEIB was 
being implemented. The purpose of the sequential mixed methods analysis was to use my 
findings to date to inform what I was going to ask local interest groups. The primary goal was to 
ask one of the last questions in the discursive analysis: How were messages being interpreted on 
the ground? At the same time, I was interested in going beyond the narratives and discourses I 
had read in articles and research and speaking to those most affected by the changes, to gather 
their perspectives on implementation of EIB reform in practice.  
 The first two phases of my research had informed three main findings going into my 
fieldwork. First, I had found that all discourse was rooted in historical colonial context, and the 
understanding of what EIB was and should be in the future was framed through this lens. As a 
result, I wanted to explore further the work of Walter Mignolo (2001) and the concept of 
decoloniality and the complexities of power to construct and desconstruct, colonial historical 
tendencies. I had also seen in the discursive document analysis that EIB reform’s purpose, and 
the purpose of intercultural education in general, was seen differently by interest groups inside 
and outside the government. I wanted to explore this further and used Arturo Quijano’s (2000) 
argument in understanding the “coloniality of power” as a possible explanation for the misguided 
implementation of EIB in practice from its theoretical foundations. I also wanted to explore, as 
noted in the last chapter, concepts of interculturality and plurinationalism and how these were 
perceived by local actors. For this analysis, I relied heavily on Catherine Walsh’s (2010) 
interpretation of interculturality and the decolonial perspective of these terms in conception, 
theory, and practice.  
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 The second finding that emerged from my document analysis was the disconnect between 
EIB in theory and in practice. I had already understood from the academic literature the 
challenges in implementing EIB; however, I wanted to further explore this in my fieldwork, 
asking local actors their perspectives on the implementation of EIB reform, EIB successes and 
challenges, and their recommendations for future success. I also wanted to know, to the extent 
possible, which groups had been included in reform implementation, particularly Indigenous 
organizations. I wanted to learn how EIB had been implemented in schools and classrooms and 
the extent to which materials, training, learning guides, and curricula were adapted per the 
MOSEIB.  
 Finally, the findings of the SERCE and TERCE informed Ecuador’s concerted focus on 
testing and evaluation in the country. I wanted to hear various actors’ interpretations of these 
developments, particularly in EIB schools. Given the success of Indigenous students on the 
TERCE (see Table 18 for Ecuador and Table 23 for Peru), I also wondered how the tests had 
been implemented in EIB schools and beyond and how they were interpreted. My perspective 
came from the findings of the quantitative analysis but also the discourse analysis, which showed 
that the interpretation of testing in the EIB system may have presented a challenge to the 
fundamental theories underpinning EIB.  
 This chapter presents findings from six stakeholder interviews conducted in Quito, 
Ecuador, and two teacher accounts from local schools in Pangua and Cotopaxi. In addition to the 
stakeholder interviews, I reviewed two interviews from Revista nuestrAmérica with EIB experts 
I was not able to interview personally during my fieldwork: Ruth Moya Torres (Caguana & 
Montero, 2017) and Luis Macas (Loeza, 2015). I coded these interviews alongside my primary 
data to understand the historical perspectives of the EIB movement in Ecuador and to gather 
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further expert perspectives on EIB reform. Finally, I reviewed minutes from a 2014 workshop 
conducted for the EIB Working Group in Santiago, Chile. Participants in this workshop included 
Ruth Moya Torres and Luis Enrique López, who have done extensive research on EIB in 
Ecuador.  
 EIB History and Interculturality: A Clash (Un Choque) 
We have the Constitution. We have the MOSEIB. We have the Law of Intercultural 
Education. We have the Plan of Well-being. In all [of these], they guarantee a system of 
intercultural education. But they say nothing. (A. Kowi, personal communication, 
November 4, 2015) 
Intercultural education reform in Ecuador has a long history, and many respondents evoked the 
recent history of EIB reform in the 1980s and 1990s to frame the situation during the Correa 
government. In my interview with Ariruma Kowi, Kichwa scholar and EIB expert, we discussed 
the foundational differences in interpretations of the purpose of EIB prior to Correa, when the 
DINEIB was founded in 1988. Kowi referred to this as the fundamental clash (“choque”) of 
conceptions, interpretations, and justifications. He stated, “The main problem [was] a 
misinterpretation [of the] autonomy. This referred to a pedagogical autonomy, and that to me 
[seemed] fundamental. The right to educate in our own language [was] guaranteed” (A. Kowi, 
personal communication, November 4, 2015). But the government, in an effort to appease the 
Indigenous groups, swung the reform to “total autonomy . . . both administrative and financial” 
(A. Kowi, personal communication, November 4, 2015). This, according to Kowi, was difficult 
to interpret. While the Indigenous groups were in charge of the system and its success, Kowi 
struggled with the extent to which the system was divorced from the education system as a 
whole. “In those times,” he continued, “The illusion of the importance of the country as a diverse 
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society was still incipient and the Indigenous groups were mostly excluded” (A. Kowi, personal 
communication, November 4, 2015). Ruth Moya Torres, Ecuadorian linguist and EIB expert, 
described the influence of politics on education as a manifestation of the hegemonic tendencies 
of the past: “The hegemonic ideology subordinated the dominated, as reproducers of values and 
logics of the dominant classes. Education could not escape from these frames and the consequent 
debates” (Caguana & Montero, 2017).17  
The idea, then, that a complete change in the fundamental direction of the country as an 
intercultural and plurinational state, in theory and practice, was very attractive. From 2006, EIB 
reform rested on the foundational changes in the government that spoke to the restructuring of 
major documents and covenants, such as the constitution, of the government and the people of 
Ecuador. This led to different interpretations and perspectives on the evolution of EIB and to the 
potential use of the reform for divergent purposes between the government and Indigenous 
groups. According to Ariruma Kowi, 
It was important to work toward the public institutions of this country, which was saying 
it was “intercultural” and “plurinational” . . . to forge cultural and linguistic diversity. 
They needed to respond to the Constitutional mandate. Public policies as well. All the 
institutions needed to guarantee all of the rights. They needed to guarantee the 
appropriate rights of the Indigenous groups. (A. Kowi, personal communication, 
November 4, 2015) 
This was a difficult interpretation, however. When I met with Anna Vohlonen, education 
specialist from UNICEF, she noted that the public policies and the EIB system were meant to be 
                                                 
17 Translation from Spanish to English by author.  
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one representative system. “The direction of education and overall [was] to make EIB national. 
But that the intercultural nationalities would have their own way: Shuar, Kichwa . . .” (A. 
Vohlonen, personal communication, November 3, 2015). The idea that the historic tendencies 
would evolve into one EIB system was difficult to interpret. Thus, the country continued to face 
difficulties constructing a national consensus and strategy not only around the EIB reform, but 
around the interpretation of an intercultural and plurinational state.  
A Tale of Two Perspectives: Structural Change in EIB  
A primary topic in interviews was the structural changes that took place in 2012 to 
incorporate the EIB system and the DINEIB into the Ministry of Education. As noted in the 
previous chapter, this outcome was disputed heavily by the government and the Indigenous 
organizations. The Ministry of Education incorporated the DINEIB, and by extension the 
MOSEIB, into a singular strategy and was able to coordinate and strategize the function and 
financing of the education system under one government body. For many Indigenous 
organizations, including the CONAIE, this was seen as a recolonization of the Indigenous 
education system, a retraction to the progress that had been made to the Indigenous people and 
their rights (CONAIE, 2015-2016). 
 All stakeholders agreed that the political move to incorporate the DINEIB into the 
Ministry of Education led to a weakened role for the Indigenous groups. According to Soledad 
Mena (personal communication, November 4, 2015), university professor and linguist, “The 
DINEIB . . . really ended. It didn’t function . . . the curriculum was being implemented, but the 
materials were not . . . they didn’t have them.” Ariruma Kowi (personal communication, 
November 4, 2015) added, “It was the same system [with the mainstream system]. In the 
definition of a system it really weakened [the DINEIB] because there was a dependency to the 
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national education system.” Finally, Vohlonen indicated that due to the changes, the Ministry 
reduced the EIB administrative body. “There was a whole floor for the EIB, but then with 
restructuring the Ministry has slowly diminished this participation. After restructuring everything 
changed, many of the people have left” (A. Vohlonen, personal communication, November 3, 
2015). 
Beyond the restructuring, the interviews exposed a difference in opinions around 
whether, in theory, the EIB system should be separate from the Ministry of Education. For some, 
such as Mena, the answer was clear. “We have to take it back in our hands. The Indigenous 
schools have to say, ‘Now we don’t believe the government, we are taking charge of our 
education’” (S. Mena, personal communication, November 4, 2015). For others, the answer was 
not so clear. Kowi shared his opinion on the matter.  
To have an EIB sector that has autonomy, something separate, to me is a 
contradiction when that same movement is the one that is furthering that we are a 
plurinational state. These struggles need to contribute to us coexisting. The system 
should be alongside the education system. It should not be divorced. (A. Kowi, 
personal communication, November 4, 2015) 
While Kowi was not necessarily saying that the two systems should be one, he was explaining 
the fundamental disconnect between principles of interculturality and plurinationalism on the one 
hand, originally conceived by Indigenous groups, and the complete disconnect of the EIB system 
in the DINEIB on the other. Many Indigenous colleagues, however, did not share Kowi’s 
perspective. Indigenous counterparts who disagreed tried to “disqualify [his] person,” and he was 
told he was “destroying the EIB system” (A. Kowi, personal communication, November 4, 
2015). He noted that these strong discords within the Indigenous groups themselves were not 
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new, another reason the EIB system lost its purpose over time. “There was no consensus . . . no 
strategic project for EIB” (A. Kowi, personal communication, November 4, 2015). As a result, 
division and tensions within the Indigenous groups, and within the leadership of the EIB system, 
exposed differences in interpretation of how to integrate EIB alongside the mainstream system. 
Peeking Behind the Curtain: EIB Reform in Schools  
 When I visited Anna Vohlonen in her office at UNICEF, I asked about the reality of EIB 
reform implementation in the schools. She shrugged, “I’m not sure. You really need to go see the 
schools. I doubt it . . . but I don’t know” (A. Vohlonen, personal communication, November 3, 
2015). The implementation of the reform was discussed with all the stakeholders, and all agreed 
that to them, the implementation of the system was different than official reform rhetoric. 
Respondents noted the complexities of EIB implementation: teacher training, curricula, texts, 
and school support.  
Teacher Training 
According to Soledad Mena, the EIB reform was influenced drastically by the 
implementation of teacher evaluations and performance-based evaluations (S. Mena, personal 
communication, November 4, 2015). Implemented by INEVAL, the teacher evaluation system 
focused on all teachers, including EIB teachers who were not as proficient in certain subjects. It 
exposed the high percentage of teachers who were not proficient in Indigenous languages. This 
created an exodus of teachers, voluntary and involuntary, from the EIB system and left a void of 
qualified teachers in EIB curriculum. Soledad Mena asserted that the effect of the teacher 
evaluations was that they began to “devalue the teaching profession,” and the result was “totally 
negative. The standards that were given indicated that nothing mattered beyond what they were 
evaluating” (S. Mena, personal communication, November 4, 2015). According to Anna 
  86 
Vohlonen (personal communication, November 3, 2015), while there was a system for teacher 
training, it was not being implemented to her knowledge. Finally, according to Ariruma Kowi 
(personal communication, November 4, 2015), there was a massive void that the Ministry was 
trying to fill, in that it had announced, in the Fall of 2015, that it was going to train 5,000 
teachers in EIB curriculum. However, none of the respondents, knowledgeable in this field, were 
able to answer who would be training the teachers or whether this was a reasonable target for 
teacher capacity.  
Materials and Texts  
Beyond teacher competency, respondents also discussed the difficulties of updating the 
EIB texts and rolling out the administration of new tests in schools. Soledad Mena (personal 
communication, November 3, 2015) indicated that while students were to begin using the new 
texts in January 2016 in the next grade level (the new MOSEIB had already been implemented 
for 1 year), the texts had not yet arrived, 1 month before the start of the school year. The absence 
of materials created “a massive void” (S. Mena, personal communication, November 4, 2015). It 
also created a system that depended on older versions of texts, not taking into account the new 
methods that were to be used for EIB instruction. According to Mario Cifuentes (personal 
communication, November 5, 2015), another problem with the texts was the appropriation of 
language in them. Most of the texts were simply translations of the Spanish texts into Indigenous 
languages. 
 Finally, Ariruma Kowi (personal communication, November 4, 2015) noted fundamental 
weaknesses in the texts that referred back to the assimilation arguments being made by other 
respondents.  
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The foundation of the texts was a unity of Spanish texts and a unity of Kichwa. To have a 
text where you move from Spanish to Kichwa. It is not a matter to just increase your 
vocabulary. How can a student learn when they don’t understand the languages, or how 
to use them? (A. Kowi, personal communication, November 4, 2015) 
A. Kowi also questioned whether intercultural education was fundamentally different from the 
mainstream system. A translation of texts would be a further perversion of this system. One 
additional concern raised by Mena was that the texts had low quality content, “There was 
poverty in the texts, in the content. There was a lot of promotion of the project, a lot of 
promotion converting the text into promotion of the politics of the government” (S. Mena, 
personal communication, November 4, 2015). This further alienated the text from the realities of 
the Indigenous groups, leading to a rejection of the meanings and narratives incorporated.  
School Closures and Millennium Schools  
A fourth topic raised by respondents was the actual implementation of EIB in schools, 
heavily influenced by other ministerial pressures. As noted previously, one of the mandates of 
the Correa government, aside from numerous education interventions, was to promote the 
building and success of Millennium Schools, large education hubs of up to 1,400 students meant 
to provide more opportunities for students from a curricular and community perspective. 
Millennium Schools were built throughout Ecuador and included some EIB schools as well, such 
as in Cayambe. These education centers, in order to consolidate large numbers of students from 
various schools and areas, emphasized transport to the Millennium Schools, in turn closing 
smaller schools. As EIB schools were often more remote, and with less negotiating power, a 
trend began to emerge in that schools in Indigenous areas were closing at a higher rate than those 
in non-Indigenous areas. Mentor Sánchez, Indigenous leader, discussed the challenges of 
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coordinating the EIB schools in his region near Otavalo (personal communication, November 5, 
2015). As one of the leaders of the Ecuarunari, Sánchez discussed the need to have a better 
register of all schools implementing EIB from the Ministry, and a better system to inform 
Indigenous groups of EIB reform (personal communication, November 5, 2015).  
 The issue of Millennium Schools was not only their student population, but also their 
construction. According to Kowi, the Ministry of Education had indicated that it would 
customize the EIB Millennium Schools to resemble and emulate the Indigenous culture of the 
students. However, once the blueprints for the Millennium Schools arrived, the structure and 
architecture of the Millennium Schools were modern and identical to all other schools, EIB and 
mainstream. With high walls that formed a “campus” of students, “the possibility to have contact 
between the school and the community was lost. These large schools [were the] most amorphous, 
impersonal. They [had] no connection to the community” (S. Mena, personal communication, 
November 4, 2015). “It was the same style for the Millennium Schools for general and for 
Indigenous groups. Now we had a model template for all of them. So they . . . converted into 
agents of acculturation” (A. Kowi, personal communication, November 4, 2015). Between the 
absence of students from school and the aesthetics and architecture of the schools, it was clear 
that another barrier for Indigenous groups was to grapple with the surge of Millennium Schools, 
which in themselves were a symbol of Western education presence.  
Testing and Evaluation 
Having already touched on the effects of teacher evaluation, I also analyzed the role of 
evaluation and testing in EIB. I interviewed Arturo Caballero (personal communication, 
November 6, 2015) from INEVAL as part of the dissertation and found that indeed, the TERCE 
had been implemented in EIB schools. He also confirmed that while this was one determining 
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factor, INEVAL had focused on identifying students by their mother tongue, similar to the 
methodology I employed (see Table 10). Respondents beyond INEVAL confirmed findings 
outlined in previous chapters that students in EIB schools were indeed involved in all national 
testing, including the SERCE, TERCE, and PISA. Respondents also noted the pressures that 
came down from INEVAL. “There is no process to retain or review the information, everything 
is from the top. There is no system for research, training, so then it is political, nothing else” (S. 
Mena, personal communication, November 4, 2015). It is interesting to note that while the 
TERCE had already been announced, very few people knew about it or the outcomes. In fact, 
one of the teachers cited below indicated the stark differences between Indigenous and non-
Indigenous students and how the Indigenous students would continue to fall behind through a 
system preoccupied with surveys and testing. 
Teacher Case Studies in Cotopaxi and Pangua 
The overarching findings above helped lay the groundwork for two teacher perspectives 
from EIB schools in Cotopaxi and Pangua.18 Both teachers shared their perspectives on teaching 
EIB curricula, the current realities in their school environments, and the effects they saw from 
EIB reform on their students.  
Cotopaxi 
Cotopaxi is a city in the central Cotopaxi Province, located approximately 50 kilometers 
south of Quito, the capital of Ecuador. Known primarily for its active volcano in the Ecuadorean 
highlands, Cotopaxi is comprised of 22% Indigenous citizens, primarily Kichwa. Teacher 1 was 
                                                 
18 Cotopaxi and Pangua were sites where professional contacts (and some students) of Professor Soledad Mena from 
the Universidad Andina Simón Bolívar were located. Since I was not able to conduct fieldwork in schools, I 
contacted Professor Mena and facilitated these connections.  
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a new teacher in an EIB school in Cotopaxi. Her account was important because it incorporated 
three key topics regarding EIB reform in practice. She began her account with, “In EIB there is a 
lot of rhetoric, but what is practice is different” (Teacher 1, personal communication, October 30, 
2015). 
First, the teacher began by discussing the motivation of her students and how many of 
them wanted to go to university to pursue their studies. This led students to prefer mainstream 
subjects such as Spanish and mathematics over the MOSEIB, and preferred focus on English 
language acquisition rather than Indigenous languages. A focus on evaluation also ensured that 
students were more concerned about learning subjects they were tested on, not content from the 
MOSEIB. The school where the teacher was assigned was a fusion EIB school, meaning it 
integrated mestizo students and Indigenous students. According to the teacher, a very difficult 
activity to put into practice was the involvement of the community and parents in the EIB 
curriculum. Per the curriculum, the parents and the community were “participants in the school 
process;” however, the teacher found this to be difficult to implement since the parents of 
mestizo students were not interested in this level of inclusion (Teacher 1, personal 
communication, October 30, 2015).  
Teacher 1 was primarily concerned with the role of testing and INEVAL and the effects 
on students in EIB schools. In comparing the hours of instruction on key tested topics, such as 
Spanish language, mathematics, and science, the teacher found that “the national system includes 
more hours for these subjects than in the SEIB schools. As a result, Indigenous students get 
significantly less time to learn these subjects and score well on the tests” (Teacher 1, personal 
communication, October 30, 2015). This teacher confirmed that in her opinion, this will only 
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result in lower test scores and will continue to perpetuate the divided system that is inherent to 
Ecuador.  
It is interesting to note that the teacher completed her discussion by indicating that what 
she would like to see in Ecuador was the following:  
Holistic, integrated, intercultural, plurinational system that takes into account a full 
integration of Spanish and the Indigenous language. The system would immerse and 
engage the two languages, so that learning of Indigenous language and culture is not 
merely reserved to arts and folklore. (Teacher 1, personal communication, October 30, 
2015) 
This would result, in her opinion, in a more balanced and valued system for EIB.  
Pangua 
Pangua Canton is also located in Cotopaxi Province, and is home to 10% Indigenous 
citizens. Its capital is the town of El Corazón. Teacher 2 from an EIB in Pangua noted the 
difficult changes that had taken place with the latest EIB reform. This teacher came from a very 
rural Indigenous community and witnessed the shutting down of Indigenous schools, the busing 
of students to larger towns, and the detriment this had on families. “Most parents just choose to 
keep their children at home from school, since they don’t want them to be going on the 
transport” (Teacher 2, personal communication, October 30, 2015). This teacher also outlined 
some of the concerns she had about the curriculum and the texts. “The findings from the texts 
show that the teachings to the students are less thematic and shorter. Before, the findings for one 
subject used to be 6 hours. Now, the curriculum says to teach the same topics in 4 hours” 
(Teacher 2, personal communication, October 30, 2015). The teacher was concerned that the 
quality of the curriculum had deteriorated.  
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Teacher 2 indicated that the predominance of larger school structures (such as the 
Millennium Schools) had also led the parents and community to really feel alienated from the 
school. The parents used to contribute to the school to clean, provide food, and provide 
materials. Now they were not involved at all, running counter to the ideals of EIB. The teacher 
found that “the role of parents has deteriorated. They are no longer allowed to enter schools, and 
their role has been taken away” (Teacher 2, personal communication, October 30, 2015). Finally, 
Teacher 2 concluded that the implementation in school had led to more dropouts and less 
students learning the materials confidently. As she indicated, the concern she had was that “the 
education systems would retrograde by almost 30 years, due to the setbacks identified. The great 
risk is that illiteracy would actually increase because of the number of students that are being 
kept at home” (Teacher 2, personal communication, October 30, 2015). These two accounts 
highlighted the disparities between EIB reform in theory and the actual practices implemented in 
schools.  
Conclusions 
“There is no objectivity. Everything is politicized. You have to remember that there is no 
good or bad” (A. Vohlonen, personal communication, November 3, 2015). When I began 
fieldwork, I was interested in learning about perspectives through my analysis and interviews, 
particularly because they informed the decolonial framework of the dissertation. When I 
analyzed EIB reform in Ecuador, I returned time and again to the question of education norms 
and standards, what was considered “good” and what was considered “bad.” In MOSEIB, this 
was a very holistic concept and way of knowing, as was the intercultural approach to education. 
However, the mainstream rhetoric, which was defined in measurements and application, created 
an expectation on the EIB system that prevented it from staying true to its original form. 
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 Before concluding the qualitative chapter, it is important to return one more time to the 
historical context of EIB and the postcolonial tradition in education research. I found in my 
readings that this reference to colonialism and postcolonialism persisted, particularly in Walsh 
and Mignolo’s (2018) latest publication on decoloniality. As Ruth Moya Torres indicated: 
The States who exported those [education] doctrines, are still the same or more 
murderous than before . . . Yes, it constitutes a level of advancement, but as the colonial 
saying says: "Made the law, made the trap." That is to say, if the law is still in the hands 
of the same powers of domination, it is very difficult to exercise our rights. Furthermore, 
if only the law could guarantee the realization of rights, we would not have to have a 
fight for democracy. So you have to understand that human rights are part of the battle 
lines. (Caguana & Montero, 2017, p. 4)19 
Deconstruction of traditional notions of colonial power and of historical alliances raised two 
questions related to the EIB reform. First, was the reform an exercise in the reintegration of 
postcolonial tendencies to dominate the EIB system and to capitalize on power dynamics? 
Second, were the advances in evaluation and testing creating a contradiction that on the premise 
of measurements leading to greater education quality, the systems were actually undermining the 
very nature of organic auto-evaluation in intercultural education? These two questions led me to 
the conclusions of the dissertation, outlined in the final chapter. I found that the EIB reform 
process in 2006-2016, while fraught with challenges, was concerned primarily with the 
promotion of interculturality. In theory, the structures were there to employ a collaborative 
process and include key stakeholders, including Indigenous groups. However, the modernist 
                                                 
19 Translation from Spanish to English by author.  
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focus on evaluation and testing, propelled by international large-scale assessments like SERCE 
and TERCE and pressure from INEVAL to base evaluations on common education standards, 
inadvertently created a core contradiction in the purpose of testing in the modern education era 
and led to the rejection of standard teaching and learning to the test by the EIB system. As a 
result, the inclusion of EIB in the national evaluation system warranted a discussion of what this 
meant for the principles of EIB. In Chapter 4, I discussed how third graders performed much 
better on the Spanish language test in 2013 (see Tables 18 and 23 in Ecuador and Peru, 
respectively) than in 2006 (see Tables 17 and 22 in Ecuador and Peru, respectively), and this is 
noteworthy. The argument can be made that because of this testing, these differences and 
advances were exposed. However, the question of whose outcomes were more legitimate, valid, 
or reflective remains unanswered. 
  
  95 
CHAPTER 7: CONCLUSIONS 
 In this study, I explored two topics at the core of EIB in Ecuador and Peru: whether 
policy implemented through EIB led to greater education access and achievement for Indigenous 
students and how EIB was implemented and understood in practice by interest groups in 
Ecuador. To inform these topics, my research sought to answer four research questions: 
1. In what ways had EIB policies addressed issues related to inequalities in primary education 
and Spanish language in Ecuador and Peru?  
2. Were there practices related to the reduction of achievement gaps among Indigenous students 
in the two countries?  
3. How did interest groups interpret EIB reform from 2006-2016 in Ecuador?  
4. How was EIB reform from 2006-2016 implemented in schools in Ecuador and how did 
interest groups interpret this implementation at the school level?  
I used a postmodern approach to my mixed-methods design, collecting evidence using 
quantitative and qualitative data and seeking to discover what interpretations of the overt and 
hidden discourse had been constructed. In considering the broad implications of the findings, I 
also discussed the relative interpretation of EIB’s success and how this varied by interest group. 
Finally, I used decolonial theory to understand how the relationality between the Ecuadorean 
government and the Indigenous people was influenced by histories of colonial subjugation and 
acknowledgement of power dynamics but also a potential symbiosis of the two through 
interpretation and understanding of one’s position vis-à-vis the other.  
Reflections on Methodology and Dissertation Findings 
 The methodology used in my dissertation allowed for a deeper understanding of the 
topics and a more nuanced interpretation of the quantitative and qualitative data I collected. I 
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consider here the strengths of the methodology and the interpretations of my conclusions. The 
primary purpose for embarking on the dissertation was to understand whether education among 
Indigenous groups had improved over time as a result of EIB, but in my critical employment of 
postmodern and decolonial thinking, I was able to deconstruct EIB at its core, the outcomes 
expected, and how “improvement” was defined. My methodology informed the interpretation of 
the data and exposed through data collection alternative explanations of EIB success. I believe 
this could not have been possible with a more positivist approach in which EIB success would 
have been interpreted through the lens of modernist (and often Western) education practices, 
discounting the contributions of intercultural education.  
Postmodernity in Education Outcome Discourse 
The sequential mixed-methods design allowed me to apply “a unique set of questions that 
[challenged] positivism’s practice of seeking grand narratives of understanding . . . that can 
obscure diversity and silence marginalized perspectives” (Hesse-Biber, 2010, p. 169). The 
methodology was useful in three ways. First, the approach allowed me to look at various 
perspectives of EIB and understand the prevalence and patterns of that discourse. For example, 
my research using the SERCE and TERCE standardized tests found that the language outcomes 
for Indigenous and non-Indigenous students had increased from 2006 to 2013 in both countries 
(see Table 12), and these increases were higher than for other countries in the region (see Figure 
5). The findings further showed that in the latter test, TERCE, a student’s Indigeneity was no 
longer a statistically significant predictor of differences in the language test (see Tables 18 and 
23). Since the gap in the performance of Indigenous and non-Indigenous students in the first 
iteration of the test, SERCE, was quite significant, the conclusion could be made that Indigenous 
students bridged the gap in language achievement and caught up to their non-Indigenous 
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counterparts. However, discourse analysis of this finding led me to question why standardized 
tests were used in EIB schools and among Indigenous students. The promulgation of evaluation 
and testing in Ecuador ushered in a new era of evidence-based reform, underpinned by statistical 
analyses of student and teacher outcomes. While attractive to the government and potential 
international donor agencies, this system of evaluation and testing ran counter to the community-
based learning models of the MOSEIB and confirmed suspicion that EIB would reflect Western 
notions of education attainment. This reflection also challenged my own role in the 
methodological approach, as I had begun the dissertation with an understanding that the 
outcomes of EIB could be measured with these tests. The sequential approach allowed me to 
analyze the findings of the test but in the latter phases uncover the potential contradictions in 
benchmarking data from these tests to EIB success.  
 The methodology also allowed me to explore how dominant discourses shaped the 
political agenda of EIB. Rafael Correa’s government had a very two-sided relationship with 
Indigenous groups, and this influenced the progress of key issues critical to Indigenous rights, 
including EIB (Becker, 2013). On the one hand, Correa’s focus on interculturality in the 2018 
constitution and intercultural education in the LOEI was seen as progressive and inclusive. Over 
time, however, the friction between Correa’s policies and Indigenous organizations, primarily the 
CONAIE, deteriorated this positive narrative. Neoliberal economic reform, conflicts with 
Indigenous groups regarding extraction policies and land rights, censure of activist groups, and 
conflicts with the media created a political climate fraught with opposition between these two 
actors (Levitan & Post, 2017).  
 I concluded that the combination of these events and the power struggles between 
Indigenous groups, the government, and other interest groups created an environment where the 
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theoretical core of EIB was threatened. While the government supported intercultural education’s 
relational approach and auto-evaluation culture in theory, its focus on evaluation and testing 
subjugated EIB schools to the same rhetoric the system had been trying to escape. As a result, 
the narrative of EIB faced an impasse as these contradictions threatened to undermine the 
Indigenous groups’ and government’s interpretations of EIB.  
 EIB reform, while functional in theory, was much more difficult to implement in practice. 
This was the third contribution of postmodern theory, using document analysis and interviews to 
analyze interpretations of EIB. My analysis considered the background and context of power 
relationships among Indigenous groups, the government, academics, and international donor 
agencies and how these actors interpreted changes in EIB and the MOSEIB. From interviews, I 
learned that the interpretation of reform in practice necessitated infrastructure and resources that 
would aid in the implementation of changes at the local level: teacher training, provision of 
curricula and texts, and community-based support. These support mechanisms were not apparent 
and underpin the finding that EIB reform was a concept in theory only, as many schools 
continued to use curricula and resources from earlier iterations of the MOSEIB. This also 
brought my analysis full circle, as even the concept of evaluation and testing was flawed in 
practice. While in theory, INEVAL’s mission was to show education quality among Indigenous 
students in Ecuador, the implementation of the test and its interpretation discounted the 
differences between the EIB and mainstream systems and disregarded the misapplication of this 
test in the EIB context.  
 Decoloniality as Praxis and Theory  
Catherine Walsh (2018) in her opening chapter in On Decoloniality highlighted the 
importance of approaching decoloniality as not only a theory that implies new ways of thinking, 
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but also as a practice that challenges researchers to reconsider their own approaches to and 
understandings of colonial discourse. I found this deeply relevant in my dissertation, as I had 
approached this topic due to my interest in EIB, but with the conscious perspective of an 
academic researcher who was studying the process from an outsider perspective. Walsh’s 
perspective challenged me to consider the effect my identity had in the research and how my 
professional background in education evaluation influenced my methodological choices.  
 Decolonial thinking warrants a movement away from the state-led interpretations of 
historical and colonial paradigms and reconsideration of the role of Indigenous groups to “de-
link from the colonial matrix” (Mignolo & Walsh, 2018, p.115) and harness their own reality.  
My dissertation found that in the 1990s and the first decade of the 2000s, Indigenous groups had 
made progress in this agenda in Ecuador. However, the interpretations here were nuanced. On 
the one hand, leaders from Indigenous groups such as the CONAIE discussed the success of the 
DINEIB and the MOSEIB in the late 1980s and 1990s. However, reflections from others, 
including academics and Indigenous leaders, such as Ariruma Kowi, acquiesced that while the 
DINEIB was making progress, its role was still limited and, to a great extent, under the financial 
control of the Ministry of Education. Thus, interpretations of decolonial thinking were limited in 
practice, as Indigenous progress was still contextualized in Quijano’s (2000) coloniality of 
power.    
 In the decade that I studied (2006-2016), decolonial thinking in praxis evoked a potential 
for EIB progress, but in reality the control of the government overshadowed any potential 
progress that could have been made by Indigenous groups. In direct conflict with ideas related to 
Indigenous groups’ decolonial thinking, the power vacuum created by the government prevailed. 
While some Indigenous leaders and thinkers, such as Ruth Moya Torres, indicated the potential 
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for progress despite these realities, and I agreed, the political environment provided little 
opportunity for cooperation. The legislation in Ecuador had laid the groundwork for 
interculturality and plurinationalism to be concepts accepted in Ecuador. The law on intercultural 
education further solidified the right of Indigenous peoples to their own education and the role of 
intercultural education in the country. As such, these changes may have paved the way for a 
further interpretation of decolonial thinking. However, Indigenous groups’ own fractions and 
entanglements in politics discouraged this potential, as their own role was continuously 
discussed in this political interpretation. Above all, the focus on evaluation and testing 
undermined Indigenous groups’ interpretations of decolonial thinking because these systems 
predefined and predisposed EIB to a standard or measure that was fundamentally counter to 
decolonial interpretations.  
Return to Methodological Limitations 
In the third chapter I discussed the limitations of the methodology and reflected on these 
again in my conclusions. I concluded that a further limitation of my analysis was that I 
considered no alternative measure of EIB success or failure, particularly in a historical 
interpretation of EIB. This was a limitation that I often considered, whether further data were 
available (or had been available) on the outcomes of EIB from earlier iterations of the MOSEIB, 
giving alternative interpretations of success and failure. In rejecting the use of standardized tests 
to measure EIB adequately, I was left with a void in my methodology to explain how EIB had 
been measured previously or could be measured alternatively. Having had these previous 
interpretations or reflections could have strengthened my interpretive framework.  
 Another limitation in hindsight was the inability to compare Peru and Ecuador in their 
interpretations of EIB. I made this decision because of the scope of the dissertation; however, it 
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significantly limited my ability to interpret the quantitative test results of the two countries. In 
my literature review I noted that Peru and Ecuador had different interpretations of EIB in policy 
and practice and to have had these comparative cases would have strengthened the outcomes of 
the analysis. Reflecting on the findings from Ecuador, I concluded that a comparative case from 
Peru could have provided further analytical interpretation whether the fundamental crisis 
between EIB in theory and practice, and the contradiction of state-sponsored evaluation and the 
fundamentals of EIB, were unique to Ecuador or a broader interpretation in the two countries.    
Contributions of the Research 
 My dissertation contributes to the research on EIB in three ways. First, my research 
prioritized complementing quantitative and qualitative data to inform the full picture of 
education systems and outcomes. The quantitative analysis, while robust in its conclusions, was 
not sufficient without the contextual analysis of discourses as well as the nuanced interpretations 
of EIB at the school level. As noted previously, while other studies chose primarily quantitative 
or qualitative paths, very few integrated the two methods to come to a nuanced understanding of 
EIB, its purpose and outcomes. The second contribution of my research was the political 
interpretations of Correa’s government on EIB, particularly in evaluation and testing. The 
policies implicated sweeping changes not only to the mainstream education system (through 
standardized evaluation and testing) but also to EIB (structural changes to the DINEIB as well as 
MOSEIB reform). When analyzed in context, these changes affected the future of Indigenous 
education in the country and how the rights of Indigenous peoples would be amplified or 
suppressed through the process. The implications of creating the INEVAL, for example, was not 
only a decision that affected this time period, but will continue to raise questions about the 
continued focus on tests as objective measures of education quality. System-level changes such 
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as the formation of the INEVAL will continue to inform the future of EIB and mainstream 
education, and my research informed the implications of these changes. 
 Finally, my research was unique in that it presented quantitative and qualitative findings 
using a postmodern framework to question the narratives behind the interpretations of the 
findings. I studied the relationships between various actors in the EIB process and furthered my 
own findings by exposing overt and hidden narratives. I questioned this interpretation and the 
interpretations of others by constantly questioning the assumptions one makes in studying the 
concepts of education, development, and knowledge.  
I agree with Ruth Moya Torres that EIB continues to be an evolving process, not one that 
could be defined or set or perfected by any one interpretation (Caguana & Montero, 2017). In 
this regard, the policy implications of my research speak to the necessary conditions under which 
EIB could be a system conceptualized in decolonial thinking related to its theoretical and 
colonial underpinnings, recognized in its own right as a process and a rights-based project for 
Indigenous peoples. By continuing to dialogue about the tenets of EIB from the Indigenous 
perspective, local actors, for example, teachers and administrators, could play a crucial role in 
advocating for implementation of EIB that reflects the integrated nature of the system.  
This would necessitate that local actors also understand the role of EIB in their schools 
and communities and embrace these changes. It would mean a reconsideration of the focus on 
standardized and performance-based testing and whether this is the only interpretation of 
education quality. Other methods of evaluation, including developmental evaluation and 
Indigenous evaluation, could potentially be effective methods for EIB schools beyond the 
constraints of the standardized testing system. Finally, considerations related to the provision of 
resources would ensure that EIB schools have the foundations to implement EIB successfully 
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and holistically. The voids noted in teacher training, school infrastructure, curricula, and texts 
highlight how EIB reform cannot take place until teachers and school administrators are trained 
adequately.  
Future Areas of Inquiry 
 My dissertation focused on a short, albeit productive, span of time in EIB history, a 
microcosm of EIB as a theory and process. Areas of inquiry that emerged mirrored the findings 
chapters of my dissertation: further quantitative research, discursive analysis, and qualitative 
exploration at the local level. First, further quantitative research regarding EIB schools and their 
outcomes is needed. My research faced many limitations from the datasets used, and I struggled 
to clearly identify EIB schools and reform implementations and implications.  
 If the INEVAL and UNESCO are to continue using standardized tests in Ecuador (there 
is indication that a fourth iteration of these tests is planned), significant revisions are needed. 
First, variables that were collected in the SERCE were no longer collected in the TERCE, and 
were to the detriment of the analysis possible. In the student and family questionnaires, markers 
of Indigeneity should be reconsidered, such as the primary language of the student, the primary 
language spoken with parents, and the language spoken most frequently in the home. The teacher 
questionnaire should include more information about the background of the teacher, including 
his or her primary language, language of instruction, and language spoken most in the classroom. 
The SERCE also included questions regarding pedagogical practices that were not necessarily 
included in the TERCE. Finally, the school questionnaire should have more information 
regarding not only the type of school and its location (urban versus rural), but also the region of 
the school, and whether the school is in an Indigenous majority area. Finally, the school 
questionnaire and the teacher questionnaire should have more information about EIB schools, 
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their practices and pedagogy. If the test is to be implemented in all schools, inclusive of EIB 
schools, it is necessary to include these factors.  
Beyond the INEVAL and UNESCO tests, proponents of EIB in Ecuador and Peru should 
consider what other measures of EIB are possible and necessary. One of my main conclusions 
was that the EIB system is inappropriately measured against the standards of the mainstream 
system. If the MOSEIB is to be a separate system led by Indigenous groups, it should implement 
a system of monitoring and evaluation that is reflective of its design. A critical consideration and 
area of inquiry is in defining and measuring language proficiency. In the EIB system, it is 
unclear how proficiency in Indigenous language and Spanish is measured. INEVAL should work 
with the DINEIB to identify frameworks for evaluation and proficiency.  
A second area of inquiry is the discourse narratives that emerged from the four interest 
groups and how these narratives could be applied further to understand relationships and 
productive discussions around EIB. Further research can be done to explore dialogues between 
interest groups and interpretations of areas of agreement and dissent. For example, dialogues or 
congresses between the Ministry of Education and Indigenous groups happen on a cyclical basis, 
and an analysis of discourse narratives could interpret the relationality of actors vis-à-vis each 
other and their convergent and divergent perspectives in these networks.  
 Further qualitative exploration is needed to understand EIB community practices in 
schools. A significant limitation of my analysis was that I could not visit schools in Ecuador and 
discuss implications of EIB with not only school administrators and teachers but also with 
students and parents. EIB relies on an integrated community model such that the community is as 
much a part of the education experience as the student. In this regard, it would be critical to study 
how students are interpreting EIB within this reality, their family and community. Local 
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administrators could speak more to the resources provided for EIB and the conditions they need 
to implement EIB successfully. In addition, discussions with parents could provide nuance to 
their interpretations of their students’ achievements and learning, the role of EIB in their lives, 
and the role of EIB in their children’s futures. Community and pedagogical practices in EIB are 
specific to the system, and reflect a community model in the Indigenous communities 
themselves. Education reform related to school closures and Millennium Schools, as well as a 
focus on evaluation and testing, has undermined this community and further research is needed 
to understand the extent of these effects.  
 Finally, further research should be done regarding the agency of Indigenous groups and 
local interest groups in light of the new evaluation focus in Ecuador. Are there Indigenous 
groups, or local school actors, that are working together to address, question, and confront the 
contradictions between standardized testing and EIB? Are there alternative evaluative 
frameworks for EIB that are being created? From a decolonial perspective, the ongoing struggle 
between interest groups will necessitate conversations that continue to challenge the accepted 
norms, and that question the fundamental differences between EIB and mainstream education. 
This can help close the loop on EIB as a holistic process that affects all members in the 
community and promotes a culture of learning and knowing that supports children in 
acknowledging their Indigenous identity and solidarity.  
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APPENDIX 
Semistructured Interview Protocols 
 
Ecuador Ministry of Education 
EIB Reform Process in Ecuador 
1. What is your role in the national (regional) government’s office for the Sistema de Educación 
Intercultural Bilingüe (SEIB/EIB reform)? 
2. How long have you been in this role?  
3. Have you been involved in the planning and design of the Sistema de Educación Intercultural 
Bilingüe (EIB reform)?  If yes, in what way? 
4. Have you been involved in the implementation of the Sistema de Educación Intercultural 
Bilingüe (EIB reform) in schools? If yes, in what way? 
5. Has the national (regional) government provided training to schools participating in the EIB 
reform process?   
a. If YES, approximately how many administrators, principals, and teachers have received 
this training thus far? 
b. If YES, what topics are included in the training? 
c. If NO, are there plans to have training in EIB schools? 
6. Have EIB schools received any additional support to implement the new EIB reform? If yes, 
what additional support has been provided? 
7. What challenges has the government faced in implementing EIB reform?  
8. What are the next steps in the EIB reform process in the coming 2 years?  
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9. Do you think the reform will improve student performance results in EIB schools? If yes, 
how? If no, why not? 
10. Will the EIB school reform address issues related to inequalities between Indigenous and 
non-Indigenous students? If yes, how? If no, why not?  
 
Indigenous Leader 
EIB Reform Process in Ecuador 
1. What is your role in this Indigenous organization? 
2. How long have you been in this role?  
3. Are you aware of the Ministry of Education’s Sistema de Educación Intercultural Bilingüe 
(EIB reform), currently being implemented in Indigenous schools? 
(If YES) 
a. Was your organization involved in the planning and design of the Ministry of 
Education’s Sistema de Educación Intercultural Bilingüe (EIB reform)? If yes, in 
what way? If no, were any other Indigenous organizations included in the planning 
and design? 
b. Was your organization involved in the implementation of the Ministry of Education’s 
Sistema de Educación Intercultural Bilingüe (EIB reform) in schools? If yes, in what 
way? If no, were any other Indigenous organizations included in the planning and 
design? 
4. According to your knowledge, has the national (regional) government provided training to 
schools participating in the EIB reform process? This would include training for school 
administrators, principals, and parents.  
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(If YES) 
a. Was your organization involved in drafting this training? 
b. Was your organization involved in implementing or providing the training?  
5. In your opinion, what are the challenges in designing and implementing EIB reform in 
Ecuador?  
6. Do you think the reform will improve student performance results in EIB schools? If yes, 
how? If no, why not? 
7. Will the EIB school reform address issues related to inequalities between Indigenous and 
non-Indigenous students? If yes, how? If no, why not?  
 
Academic Researcher 
EIB Reform Process in Ecuador 
1. What is your role in your organization/university? 
2. How long have you been in this role?  
3. Have you been involved in the planning and design of the Sistema de Educación 
Intercultural Bilingüe (EIB reform)? If yes, in what way? 
4. Have you been involved in the implementation of the Sistema de Educación Intercultural 
Bilingüe (EIB reform) in schools? If yes, in what way? 
5. Has the national (regional) government provided training to schools participating in the EIB 
reform process?   
a. If YES, approximately how many administrators, principals, and teachers have 
received this training thus far? 
b. If YES, what topics are included in the training? 
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c. If YES, has your organization been involved in this training? 
d. If NO, are there plans to have training in EIB schools? 
6. Have EIB schools received any additional support to implement the new EIB reform? If yes, 
what additional support has been provided? 
7. What challenges has the government faced in implementing EIB reform?  
8. What are the next steps in the EIB reform process in the coming 2 years?  
9. Do you think the reform will improve student performance results in EIB schools? If yes, 
how? If no, why not? 
10. Will the EIB school reform address issues related to inequalities between Indigenous and 
non-Indigenous students? If yes, how? If no, why not?  
 
International Donor Agency 
EIB Reform Process in Ecuador 
1. Are you aware of the Ministry of Education’s Sistema de Educación Intercultural Bilingüe 
(EIB reform), currently being implemented in Indigenous schools? 
2. (If YES) 
a. Was your organization involved in the planning and design of the Ministry of 
Education’s Sistema de Educación Intercultural Bilingüe (EIB reform)? If yes, in 
what way? If no, were any other international organizations included in the planning 
and design? 
b. Was your organization involved in the implementation of the Ministry of Education’s 
Sistema de Educación Intercultural Bilingüe (EIB reform) in schools? If yes, in what 
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way? If no, were any other international organizations included in the planning and 
design? 
3. According to your knowledge, has the national (regional) government provided training to 
schools participating in the EIB reform process? This would include training to school 
administrators, principals, and parents.  
(If YES) 
a. Was your organization involved in drafting this training? 
b. Was your organization involved in implementing or providing the training?  
4. In your opinion, what are the challenges in designing and implementing EIB reform in 
Ecuador?  
5. Do you think the reform will improve student performance results in EIB schools? If yes, 
how? If no, why not? 
6. Will the EIB school reform address issues related to inequalities between Indigenous and 
non-Indigenous students? If yes, how? If no, why not?  
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Ecuador (2010) 14,483,499 1,018,176 7.0% 14 
Peru (2017) 23,196,391 5,985,551 25.8% 55 
Note. Totals are taken from the latest census records by indicated year 
(Cortina, 2014; INEI, 2018). 
 
 









Ecuador  97.9% 104.8% 88.3% 104.1% 
Peru 99.3% 95.2% 89.8% 86.9% 
Latin America & 
    Caribbean 
95.3% 98.3% 76.9% 78.9% 
Note. Completion rates in Ecuador (defined as students who completed as a percentage of the 
relevant age group for the level) exceeded 100 due to early or late completion, and school 
repetition 
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Table 3: Disparity in Years of Schooling 




Schooling gap in years 
Bolivia 9.6 5.9 3.7 
Ecuador 6.9 4.3 2.6 
Guatemala 5.7 2.5 3.2 
Mexico 7.9 4.6 3.3 
Peru 8.7 6.4 2.3 
(Hall & Patrinos, 2004) 
 
Table 4: SERCE Data Collection Instruments 
Instrument Objective 
Student  
    Questionnaire 
Inquire about the family and sociocultural environment; classroom dynamics 
and interaction; and degree of satisfaction with the school, classmates, and 
teachers among other topics. 
Teacher  
     Questionnaire 
Inquire about sociodemographic aspects, professional training, labor 
conditions, teaching experience, and degree of satisfaction with the school 
among other topics. 
Principal    
     Questionnaire 
Inquire about sociodemographic aspects, professional training, labor 
conditions, teaching experience, and degree of satisfaction with the school 
among other topics. 
School  
     Characteristics  
     Questionnaire 
Collect information on school location, equipment, and infrastructure. 
Family  
     Questionnaire 
Inquire about sociodemographic characteristics of the family, the availability 
of services and physical amenities in the home, involvement in and support 
of the education process of their children, and degree of satisfaction with the 
school among other aspects. 
(UNESCO, 2008, p. 10) 
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Table 5: TERCE Data Collection Instruments 
Instrument Objective 
Student  
     Questionnaire 
To research the personal characteristics of students and their access to 
education materials inside and outside of the classroom. To understand their 
relationship with classmates and teachers and about the activities that they 
participate in outside of school (both academic and recreational). 
Teacher  
     Questionnaire 
To understand the personal characteristics and background occupational 
information of teachers and examine their work as educators, in addition to 
their expectations pertaining to students, the school environment, 
leadership, and school management. 
Principal  
     Questionnaire 
To collect information about their personal characteristics, the environment 
and infrastructure of the school, and about the school’s management. 
Family 
     Questionnaire 
To research familial characteristics (including their homes and 
neighborhoods), availability of education resources (books), attitudes 
toward reading in the family, and the child’s conduct (school attendance, 
frequency, and study time at home, etc.). It also collected information about 
family involvement in the learning process and about expectations for 
academic development with regard to the children. 
(UNESCO, 2015, p. 7) 
 
Table 6: Multilevel Analysis Sample 
Country Year Classrooms Students 
Ecuador 2006 137 2609 
2013 103 1610 
Peru 2006 162 3183 
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Table 7: Description of SERCE Variables 
Variable Variable label Minimum Maximum 
Level 1 
LangScore Spanish language score on SERCE Test 0 900 
Indigenous Ethnicity of student (0 = non-Indigenous, 1 = 
Indigenous) 
0 1 
Female Sex of student (0 = male, 1 = female) 0 1 
Student_SES Index of Socioeconomic and Cultural Status 
(ISEC), constructed by LLECE, used parent 
education variables, housing characteristics, 
access to public services, and cultural assets.  
-2.5 2.5 
Student_Books Access to books in the home (0 = 10 books or 
less, 1 = more than 10 books) 
0 1 
Level 2 
Teach_Support Teacher satisfaction with support received 
from school leadership on pedagogical matters 
(1 = not satisfied at all, 2 = not that satisfied, 3 
= satisfied, 4 = very satisfied) 
1 4 
Class_Absentee Teacher indication that student absenteeism is 
problem in classroom (0 = no, 1 = yes) 
0 1 
School_Rural School location (0 = urban, 1 = rural) 0 1 
School_Supervision Supervision provided to the school according 
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Table 8: Description of TERCE Variables 
Variable Variable Label Minimum Maximum 
Level 1 
LangScore Spanish language score on TERCE Test 
(comparable to SERCE scale) 0 900 
Indigenous Ethnicity of student (0 = non-Indigenous, 1 
= Indigenous) 0 1 
Female Sex of student (0 = male, 1 = female) 0 1 
Student_SES Index of Socioeconomic and Cultural 
Status (ISEC), constructed by LLECE, 
used parent education variables, housing 
characteristics, access to public services, 
and cultural assets.  
-2.5 2.5 
Student_Books Access to books in the home (0 = 10 or 
less, 1 = more than 10 books) 0 1 
Student_Absentee Student indication that he or she was 
absent from school (0 = one month or less, 
1 = more than one month) 
0 1 
Level 2 
Teach_Support Teacher agreement on statement, “We can 
count on the support of the principal in all 
matters.”   (1=strongly disagree, 
2=disagree, 3=agree, 4=strongly agree) 
1 4 
Teach_Program School is participating in a program 
support teacher development (0=no, 1=yes) 0 1 
School_Rural School location (0=urban, 1=rural) 0 1 
School_Infrastructure Index of school infrastructure, constructed 
by LLECE using principal answers about 
facilities in the school, access to a library 
and books, and Internet access. 
-1.44 2.53 
School_Program School is participating in a problem to 
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Table 9: SERCE Indigenous Variables 
Variable A–student’s mother tongue 
(Family questionnaire) 





Indigenous language 1 
Indigenous language 2 




Variable B–language spoken at home  
(Student questionnaire) 




Indigenous language 1 
Indigenous language 2 




Variable A + Variable B: Indigenous variable  
Binary variable Response categories: 
Non-Indigenous 
Indigenous 
Note: All answers marked as “multiple entry” were recoded as non-Indigenous. All answers 
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Table 10: TERCE Indigenous Variables 
Indigenous variable–Mother’s origin 
(Family questionnaire) 
To which of the following original nations/ tribes 
(pueblos originarios) do the parents of the child 
belong? 
Response categories (mother): 
Original nation/tribe 1 – 5 
None 
I don’t know 
Indigenous variable (recode) 
Binary variable Response categories: 
non-Indigenous 
Indigenous 
Note: All answers marked as “I don’t know” were recoded as non-Indigenous.  
 
 
Table 11: Data Collection in Ecuador  
Interviewee Interest Group Interest group type 
Arturo Caballero Government Ministry of Education, INEVAL 
Ariruma Kowi Indigenous group, academic Indigenous leader, linguist, academic researcher, EIB specialist 
Anna Vohlonen International donor agency Education specialist 
Mario Cifuentes Academic Academic researcher 
Mentor Sánchez Indigenous group Indigenous leader 
Soledad Mena Academic Academic researcher, EIB curriculum specialist 
Primary accounts 
Teacher 1 Local Teacher in an EIB fusion school in Cotopaxi 
Teacher 2 Local Teacher in an EIB school in Pangua 
Secondary data 
Ruth Moya Torres Academic Academic researcher, EIB specialist 
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Table 12: Average SERCE and TERCE Scores for Ecuador and Peru 
Country Year Mean Minimum Maximum SD Mean 
difference 
Ecuador 2006 454.75 98.88 861.49 96.75  
2013 508.43 248.74 776.09 70.14 53.68 
Peru 2006 475.44 98.88 877.62 90.60  
2013 521.39 252.66 776.09 72.86 45.95 
(UNESCO, 2008, 2015) 
 
 




Level  Description  
IV   Integrate and generalize information given in a paragraph or in the 
verbal codes and graph 
 Replace nonexplicit information 
 Read the text identifying new information 
 Translate from one code to another (from numeric to verbal and verbal 
to graphic)  
III   Locate information discriminating it from adjacent information 
 Interpret reformulations that synthesize several data   
 Infer information based on knowledge about the world  
 Discriminate, based on the text, the meaning of words that have several 
other meanings 
II   Locate information in a brief text that must not be distinguished from 
other conceptually similar information 
 Discriminate words with a single meaning  
 Recognize simple sentence reformulations  
 Recognize redundancies between graphic and verbal codes  
I  Locate information with a single meaning in a prominent part of the 
text, repeated literally or synonymously and isolated from other 
information 
Below I   Students at this level have not been able to acquire the abilities required 
in Level I.  
 (UNESCO, 2008) 
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Table 14: Summary Statistics for Ecuador SERCE Sample 
Variable Obs Mean SD Min Max 
LangScore 2609 458.4328 97.44456 98.87837 861.4938 
Indigenous 2609 .1648141 .3710838 0 1 
Female 2609 .5097739 .5000003 0 1 
Student_SES 2609 .0728217   .9358288  -2.29433     2.28459 
Student_Books 2609 .4856267   .4998892   0 1 
Class_Absentee 2609 .4614795   .4986095   0 1 
Teach_Support 2609 2.554619   .8918657   1 4 
School_Rural 2609 .220391    .4145898   0 1 
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Table 15: SERCE Language Regression Outcomes by Individual and School Factors in Ecuador 
 LangScore LangScore LangScore LangScore 
Indigenous -49.63*** -41.26*** -37.14*** -37.99*** 
 (0.00) (0.00) (0.00) (0.00) 
     
Female  6.67 3.25 2.64 
  (0.23) (0.53) (0.61) 
     
Student_SES  14.88*** 13.69*** 11.67*** 
  (0.00) (0.00) (0.00) 
     
Student_Books  38.23*** 34.94*** 31.85*** 
  (0.00) (0.00) (0.00) 
     
Teach_Support   -2.35 -2.10 
   (0.56) (0.60) 
     
Class_Absentee   -29.53*** -29.31*** 
   (0.00) (0.00) 
     
School_Rural    -16.22* 
    (0.05) 
     
School_Supervision    19.37 
    (0.18) 
     
_cons 466.69*** 443.58*** 467.23*** 454.96*** 
 (0.00) (0.00) (0.00) (0.00) 
N 2609 2609 2609 2609 
R2 0.036 0.118 0.140 0.148 
Note: p values in parentheses. 
* p < 0.05, ** p < 0.01, *** p < 0.001. 
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Table 16: SERCE Language Multilevel Outcomes by Individual and School Factors in Ecuador 
 LangScore LangScore LangScore LangScore 
Indigenous  -20.38*** -19.68*** -19.83*** 
  (0.00) (0.00) (0.00) 
     
Female   3.26 2.97 
   (0.37) (0.42) 
     
Student_SES   3.78 3.48 
   (0.06) (0.09) 
     
Student_Books   17.94*** 17.26*** 
   (0.00) (0.00) 
     
Teach_Support    0.10 
    (0.98) 
     
Class_Absentee    -26.78*** 
    (0.00) 
     
School_Rural    -16.66 
    (0.07) 
     
School_Supervision    12.40 
    (0.62) 
     
_cons 451.76*** 455.29*** 445.79*** 452.70*** 
 (0.00) (0.00) (0.00) (0.00) 
lns1_1_1     
_cons 3.92*** 3.89*** 3.80*** 3.73*** 
 (0.00) (0.00) (0.00) (0.00) 
lnsig_e     
_cons 4.42*** 4.42*** 4.41*** 4.41*** 
 (0.00) (0.00) (0.00) (0.00) 
N 2609 2609 2609 2609 
Note. P values in parentheses. 
* p < 0.05, ** p < 0.01, *** p < 0.001. 
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Table 17: Summary Statistics for Ecuador TERCE Sample 
Variable Obs Mean SD Min Max 
LangScore 1610 515.9246 65.85139 248.7412 776.0924 
Indigenous 1610 .121118 .3263657 0 1 
Female 1610 .4726708 .4994077 0 1 
Student_SES 1610 .0393804 .8407285 -1.973 2.6949 
Student_Books 1610 .578882 .4938918 0 1 
Student_Absentee 1610 .1378882 .3448897 0 1 
Teach_Support 1610 3.514907 .6356619 1 4 
Teach_Program 1610 .4124224 .4924234 0 1 
School_Rural 1610 1.27205 .4451536 1 2 
School_Infrastructure 1610 .7077281 .8988765 -1.4415 2.5351 
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Table 18: TERCE Language Multilevel Outcomes by Individual and School Factors in Ecuador 
 LangScore LangScore LangScore LangScore LangScore 
Indigenous  -2.64 6.00 5.68 4.67 
  (0.63) (0.27) (0.29) (0.38) 
      
Female   1.22 1.38 1.35 
   (0.70) (0.67) (0.67) 
      
Student_SES   22.54*** 22.84*** 16.25*** 
   (0.00) (0.00) (0.00) 
      
Student_Books   6.10 6.06 6.41 
   (0.08) (0.08) (0.07) 
      
Student_Absentee   -12.49** -12.46** -11.56* 
   (0.01) (0.01) (0.01) 
      
Teach_Support    6.97 6.17 
    (0.10) (0.10) 
      
Teach_Program    -0.32 -7.11 
    (0.95) (0.21) 
      
School_Rural     -10.35 
     (0.06) 
      
School_Infrastructure     17.42*** 
     (0.00) 
      
School_Program     2.84 
     (0.60) 
      
_cons 515.02*** 515.34*** 511.56*** 487.21*** 492.86*** 
 (0.00) (0.00) (0.00) (0.00) (0.00) 
lns1_1_1      
_cons 3.52*** 3.52*** 3.13*** 3.10*** 2.89*** 
 (0.00) (0.00) (0.00) (0.00) (0.00) 
lnsig_e      
_cons 4.12*** 4.12*** 4.10*** 4.10*** 4.10*** 
 (0.00) (0.00) (0.00) (0.00) (0.00) 
N 1610 1610 1610 1610 1610 
Note: p values in parentheses. 
* p < 0.05, ** p < 0.01, *** p < 0.001. 
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Table 19: Summary Statistics for Peru SERCE Sample  
Variable Obs Mean SD Min Max 
LangScore 3183 490.1401 84.73658 204.2665 877.6231 
Indigenous 3183 .1030474 .3040686 0 1 
Female 3183 .4781653 .4996015 0 1 
Student_SES 3183 -.2449027 1.016313 -2.294333 2.28459 
Student_Books 3183 .5048696 .5000548 0 1 
Class_Absentee 3183 .6217405 .485029 0 1 
Teach_Support 3183 2.515551 .7712993 1 4 
School_Rural 3183 .152372 .3594375 0 1 
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Table 20: SERCE Language Regression Outcomes by Individual and School Factors in Peru 
 LangScore LangScore LangScore LangScore 
Indigenous -62.23*** -41.61*** -38.29*** -33.94*** 
 (0.00) (0.00) (0.00) (0.00) 
     
Female  -1.23 -1.49 -1.68 
  (0.74) (0.68) (0.64) 
     
Student_SES  20.10*** 17.83*** 12.90*** 
  (0.00) (0.00) (0.00) 
     
Student_Books  26.10*** 22.81*** 19.25*** 
  (0.00) (0.00) (0.00) 
     
Teach_Support   5.17 7.99* 
   (0.12) (0.03) 
     
Class_Absentee   -30.54*** -27.79*** 
   (0.00) (0.00) 
     
School_Rural    -30.71*** 
    (0.00) 
     
School_Supervision    18.83 
    (0.11) 
     
_cons 486.59*** 481.14*** 488.50*** 468.82*** 
 (0.00) (0.00) (0.00) (0.00) 
N 3183 3183 3183 3183 
R2 0.058 0.169 0.196 0.217 
Note: p values in parentheses. 
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Table 21: SERCE Language Multilevel Outcomes by Individual and School Factors in Peru 
 LangScore LangScore LangScore LangScore 
Indigenous  -33.02*** -30.47*** -28.22*** 
  (0.00) (0.00) (0.00) 
     
Female   -7.60** -7.73** 
   (0.00) (0.00) 
     
Student_SES   7.38*** 6.27*** 
   (0.00) (0.00) 
     
Student_Books   11.89*** 11.14*** 
   (0.00) (0.00) 
     
Teach_Support    11.29** 
    (0.00) 
     
Class_Absentee    -32.30*** 
    (0.00) 
     
School_Rural    -40.26*** 
    (0.00) 
     
School_Supervision    22.93 
    (0.20) 
     
_cons 482.51*** 486.38*** 486.56*** 465.15*** 
 (0.00) (0.00) (0.00) (0.00) 
lns1_1_1     
_cons 3.92*** 3.85*** 3.73*** 3.54*** 
 (0.00) (0.00) (0.00) (0.00) 
lnsig_e     
_cons 4.23*** 4.23*** 4.23*** 4.23*** 
 (0.00) (0.00) (0.00) (0.00) 
N 3183 3183 3183 3183 
Note: p values in parentheses. 
* p < 0.05, ** p < 0.01, *** p < 0.001. 
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Table 22: Summary Statistics for TERCE Peru Sample 
Variable Obs Mean SD Min Max 
LangScore 2006 527.8603 73.69376 252.6557 776.0924 
Indigenous 2006 .3529412 .4780038 0 1 
Female 2006 .4835494 .4998539 0 1 
Student_SES 2006 -.3024128 .9711358 -2.1675 2.6934 
Student_Books 2006 .4875374 .4999693 0 1 
Student_Absentee 2006 .2208375 .4999693 0 1 
Teach_Support 2006 2.972084 .6892248 1 4 
Teach_Program 2006 .226321 .4185536 0 1 
School_Rural 2006 1.277667 .4479599 1 2 
School_Infrastructure 2006 .3691648 .8260261 -2.0009 2.4437 
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Table 23: TERCE Language Multilevel Outcomes by Individual and School Factors in Peru 
 LangScore LangScore LangScore LangScore LangScore 
Indigenous  -8.96* -6.31 -5.94 -2.43 
  (0.02) (0.08) (0.10) (0.49) 
      
Female   1.42 1.41 0.75 
   (0.62) (0.62) (0.79) 
      
Student_SES   17.87*** 17.33*** 10.80*** 
   (0.00) (0.00) (0.00) 
      
Student_Books   12.58*** 12.68*** 12.42*** 
   (0.00) (0.00) (0.00) 
      
Student_Absentee   -13.82*** -13.59***  
   (0.00) (0.00)  
      
Teach_Support    5.78 6.10 
    (0.13) (0.07) 
      
Teach_Program    4.36 2.71 
    (0.48) (0.64) 
      
School_Rural     -34.65*** 
     (0.00) 
      
School_Infrastructure     11.48** 
     (0.00) 
      
School_Program     1.97 
     (0.72) 
      
_cons 523.12*** 526.47*** 528.85*** 510.18*** 545.31*** 
 (0.00) (0.00) (0.00) (0.00) (0.00) 
lns1_1_1      
_cons 3.77*** 3.75*** 3.36*** 3.36*** 3.17*** 
 (0.00) (0.00) (0.00) (0.00) (0.00) 
lnsig_e      
_cons 4.09*** 4.09*** 4.09*** 4.09*** 4.08*** 
 (0.00) (0.00) (0.00) (0.00) (0.00) 
N 2006 2006 2006 2006 2006 
Note: p values in parentheses. 
* p < 0.05, ** p < 0.01, *** p < 0.001. 
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Table 24: TERCE EIB School Multilevel Analysis in Ecuador  
 LangScore LangScore LangScore LangScore 
EIB  -12.00 5.48 2.42 
  (0.46) (0.66) (0.83) 
     
Female   1.26 1.38 
   (0.69) (0.67) 
     
Student_SES   22.17*** 15.92*** 
   (0.00) (0.00) 
     
Student_Books   6.08 6.37 
   (0.08) (0.07) 
     
Student_Absentee   -12.71** -11.74* 
   (0.01) (0.01) 
     
Teach_Support    6.27 
    (0.10) 
     
Teach_Program    -7.15 
    (0.21) 
     
School_Rural    -10.14 
    (0.07) 
     
School_Infrastructure    17.58*** 
    (0.00) 
     
School_Program    2.77 
    (0.62) 
     
_cons 515.02*** 515.70*** 512.02*** 492.64*** 
 (0.00) (0.00) (0.00) (0.00) 
lns1_1_1     
_cons 3.52*** 3.52*** 3.13*** 2.90*** 
 (0.00) (0.00) (0.00) (0.00) 
lnsig_e     
_cons 4.12*** 4.12*** 4.10*** 4.10*** 
 (0.00) (0.00) (0.00) (0.00) 
N 1610 1610 1610 1610 
Note: p values in parentheses. 
* p < 0.05, ** p < 0.01, *** p < 0.001. 
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Figure 1: Indigenous languages spoken across South America.  
Retrieved from Native South American languages, by A. Gutman and B. Avanzati,  
2013. Copyright 2013 by A. Gutman and B. Avanzati.  
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Figure 2: Increase in probability of being poor if Indigenous household is rural. 
Retrieved from (World Bank, 2015). Marginal probabilities estimated using an ordinary least 
squares (OLS) regression on household’s poverty status (using alternative definitions of 
$1.25, $2.50, and $4 per day), controlling for ethnicity, area (urban/rural), household head’s 
gender, marital status, education attainment, and age, number of kids (compared with the 
median number of children per household in the country), and local region size (defined by 
population). These probabilities are statistically significant (at least p < 0.01). 
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Figure 3: School attendance by Indigeneity. 
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Figure 4: SERCE results of the Third Grade Spanish Language Assessment.  
Retrieved from Ganimian (2009). The mean score for the exam is 500. Although the table 
shows statistical differences from the average score for the region, not all differences in mean 




Figure 5: Changes in scores in Third Grade Spanish Language SERCE and TERCE.   
Retrieved from Ganimian (2016). Only changes in blue or black are statistically significant. 
The mean score for the region includes all countries in this graph with equal weights. 
 
 
  143 
 
Figure 6: Percentage of Indigenous people who speak an Indigenous language by level of 
education attainment (age 24 and above). 
Retrieved from World Bank (2015).  
 
  
  144 
 
 




Figure 8: Research design for this study. 
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Figure 9: Distribution of third grade language scores in Ecuador (SERCE and TERCE). 
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Figure 11: Levels of language comprehension in Ecuador (SERCE and TERCE). 
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